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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tux ANSWER of the Attorney-General to Mr. Watkin 
Williams’ question as to whether the journeys of the 
journeyman judge are to extend beyond the courts where 
he is to pick up his precarious subsistence, ought to 
put a stop to certain distressing rumours which have 
been current during the week. It was said with 

t+ confidence in some quarters that the new 
judge would be selected from the ranks of com- 
mon law barristers having safe seats in Parliament ; 
that he would be sent on circuit with a learned 
Lord Chief Justice to try the poaching cases; and 
that, when in town, he would be provided with 
accommodation in a cockloft at Westminster. It may 
now, we suppose, be taken for granted that the new 
judge will not be included in commissions of assize; and 
this, of course, increases the probability that he will 
be selected from the leaders of the chancery bar. Let 
us hope that the story as to his court is equally baseless. 
Mr. Serjeant Cox offers the use of his Hall at Serjeants- 
inn for a more or less modest consideration; why 
eannot the journeyman judge take refuge under the 
learned serjeant’s hospitable roof ? 





Dury mPREsszD, as legal annalists, with the importance 
of handing down to posterity an accurate narrative of 
the tragical event which occurred in the court of Vice- 
Chancellor Malins on Friday week, we have made care- 
ful inquiry into the circumstances, and we are relieved to 
find that there are some few redeeming features. In the 
first place, Albion has not produced the miscreant who 
hurled the missile at the judge. He is, we are informed, 
a native of Texas—a country where, as is well known, 
the relations between judge and suitor are a little apt to 
become strained, and to be settled by methods not usual 
in England. In the next place, the missile was not, as at 
first was erroneously supposed, an egg which the 
offender had brought with him from Texas, but one of 
not ‘more than usually advanced age, which had been 
purchased in the neighbourhood of Chancery-lane. In 
the next place, we are assured that the egg was not 
purchased with special malice prepense against the 
learned judge, but was, at all events primarily, 
intended for a highly respectable solicitor, or, in defanlt 
of ‘him, for a learned and eminent junior counsel. 
Neither of those gentlemen happened to be in court ; so 
the learned Vice-Chancellor (who:was thus, so to speak, 
third in. the line of setulement) was selected, at the last 
moment, as the object against whom the miscreant 
discharged himself of his egg; which, if longer re- 
tained inthis pocket, would, as it appeared to him, 
be liable:to produce inconvenienceto himself. And, lastly, 
the pistol which was found in the pocket of the miscreant 
had not been loaded with a view to the destruction of any 
of the three gentlemen above mentioned; it had, it is 
stated, apparently been loaded at least four months ago, 





and was carried in pursuance of a habit acquired 
in Texas. We are far from alleging these. circum- 
stances as an extenuation of the crime ‘committed; 
in the eye of the law it is indeed of the greatest gravity ; 

for, as Coke tells us in his Institutes (c. 65), the rule is 
that “If any man . sitting in the courts of 
chancery shall draw a weapon upon a judgeor 
justice, though he strike not ; this is a great misprision, 

for the which he shall lose his right hand and forfeit his 
lands and goods, and his body to perpetual imprison- 
ment.” 





Tus case or Sottomayer v. De Barros, decided on 
Saturday last in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division, is worthy of notice as depending on a point of 
private international law about which some conflict of 
opinion exists. The petitioner and the respondent, who 
were first cousins, were domiciled Portuguese subjects, 
and were married in London at the registrar’s office in 
1866. The law of Portugal forbids persons so related 
to each other to intermarry, and the wife sought to 
obtain a dissolution of the marriage on that ground. It 
was urged on behalf of the petitioner that the question 
was one of capacity, which ought to be regulated by the 
law of the domicil of the parties, and that the lex loct 
contractés should be applied only to the forms and 
method of the ceremony. Sir R. Phillimore, while 
avowing a personal inclination to take this view, and to 
hold that the jus gentium required the lew fori to adopt 
the lex domicilit as the law applicable to the case, felt 
himself constrained by the authority of precedent, and 
especially of the judgment in Simonin v. Mallac (2 
Sw. & T. 67) to reject the contention that a marriage 
celebrated in England under such circumstances was 
void, and dismissed the petition accordingly. In 
Simonin vy. Mallac, which was decided in 1860, an 
unsuccessful attempt was made to obtain a decree of 
nullity of a marriage contracted in England by parties 
domiciled in France, and forbidden as minors to 
without certain preliminary consents, by article 170 of the 
Code Civil. The point involved in the present case was 
clearly almost concluded by that: decision, and it is, 
perhaps, strange that Sir R. Phillimore should have dis- 
played any unwillingness to followit. There is, no doubt, 
@ growing tendency to accept the decision of the law of 
the domicil in all questions of the capacity or incapacity 
of the person, but such prohibitions as that of the Por- 
tuguese law in this instance do not really affect the 
capacity of the person at all. They are mere arbi 
prohibitions of certain marriages, and are, as Story points 
out, analogous in their nature to the provisions of the 
English Royal Marriage Act. They purport, indeed, to 
render certain persons incapable of con ing certain 
marriages; but all that they actually can do is to pro- 
hibit such marriages within their own jurisdiction, and 
to impose upon the judges who preside within it the 
duty of refusing to recognize the validityodf ‘such 
marriages when contracted elsewhere. It ‘is not 
reasonable to expect that other Governments will 
assist in enforcing restrictions which are contrary to 
their own ideas of what is conducive to morality and 
utility. 





Ir was 4 FAVOURITE saying of Sir Henry S. Maine 
when Reader in Jurisprudence and‘ Roman Law to the 
Tnns of Court, that English law, so far ay it had any 
pretension to system, was mainly based on certain legal’ 
maxims, adopted from the civil law, but 
and. misapplied. The Railway Commissioners, if we 
may be permitted to draw an inference from their action 
in the case of Toomer 'v. London, Chatham, and Dover 
Railway Company and others, ate no unworthy ‘succes- 
sors of those who established this principle ; indeed, they 
seem to have pushed it to an extent from which the 
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boldest of their predecessors would, we think, have 
shrunk. The case is one which, on the merits of 
the order, has given rise to a good deal of comment in 
the public press, but the particular point in which it 
appears to us open to objection"has not, so far as we 
know, been hitherto observed upon. It will be 
recollected that in January last an application was 
made to the commissioners by certain inhabitants 
of Chatham and the neighbourhood for an order 
requiring the London, Chatham, and Dover Company 
to keep open through passenger traffic between Chatham 
and Strood by means of the short connecting line be- 
longing to them which joins Strood Station on the South- 
Eastern line to Rochester-bridge Station on the London, 
Chatham, and Dover line. The application was op- 
posed by the London, Chatham, and Dover Company, on 
the ground, amongst others, that the service could not 


be performed without such disturbance of the traffic 


arrangements on their main line as would be highly pre- 
judicial to the public interest and even dangerous to the 
public safety. The commissioners, however, made the 
order, and directed the through traffic to commence on 
the 1st of February (afterwards extended to the Ist of 
March), and ordered the companies to make the 
necessary arrangements for the purpose. The order not 
having been complied with, the applicants moved for an 
order declaring the companies respectively in contempt, 
and for consequential relief. This application came on 
to be heard on the 13th of March, when the commis- 
sioners, by the order now in question, decided that their 
order had been disobeyed without reasonable excuse, 
and imposed heavy penalties for every day on or after 
the 1st of April (to which day they virtually extended 
the time for compliance) during which the disobedience 
continued. With the merits of this order we have at 
present nothing to do; whether it was ‘‘a wise and 
righteous judgment,” as stated by the Times, or an 
“irresponsible ukase,” as it appears to be to the Daily 
News, it is sufficient for our purpose to say that the com- 
missioners, who have been constituted by Parliament the 
sole judges of fact in these cases, heard the evidence on 
both sides, and came to the conclusion that there was no 
ground for the suggestion that obedience to the order 
involved any serious difficulty to the company or any 
danger whatever to the public. 

But the Dover Company not only opposed the order 
on the merits ; they took an objection to the jurisdiction 
of the commissioners, which, whether well-founded or 
not, was at any rate a serious and substantial one. The 
question turned on the construction of the 6th section of 
the Act constituting the Commission when taken in 
connection with the 3rd section of the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1854; and the contention of the com- 
pany was that, after the commissioners had made the 
order in January, they were. functi officio, and that all 
subsequent proceedings for enforcement of that order 
must be had in the High Court of Justice. This is ob- 
viously a question of pure law, in respect of which the 
commissioners, so far from being sole judges, are ex- 
pressly bound, if asked, to send a case for the opinion 
of one of the divisions of the High Court of Justice; 
and which might, moreover, being a question of the 
extent of an admittedly limited jurisdiction, be made 
the foundation of proceedings in prohibition. Under 
these circumstances it was surely incumbent upon the 
commissioners not only to consider carefully the very 
important question raised before them, but to support 
their decision upon the point by an exposition of the 
reasoning upon which it wasfounded. Looking at the 
composition of the court, we should have expected them 
to have entered upon an elaborate discussion of the pro- 
visions in question, and to have explained fully, not only 
. forthe guidance of the parties, but for the information 
of the court above, the grounds upon which they pro- 
ceeded. This is admittedly the duty of every judge of 
first instance, and we cannot see that the fact that the 
commissioners enjoy the exceptional—and, to our 


<< 
mind, most unenviable—privilege of being subject 
toa restricted right of appeal, tends in any way to relieve 
them from this duty in any case to which that right 
extends. The commissioners, however, took a different 
course, and have chosen to leave us altogether in the 
dark as to the grounds on which they proceeded. Tho 
chief commissioner, as reported, merely said, “It wag 
the opinion of Mr. Macnamara, and it has always been 
my own opinion,” that they had this jurisdiction; and 
Mr. Miller, though he made some observation expressive 
of concurrence, apparently did not choose to add any. 
thing in support of the decision. That the court above, 
in the event of any proceedings by way of appeal or for 
a prohibition, will feel considerably aggrieved at 
thus left to guess at the grounds which actuated the 
commissioners, and will probably express itself accord. 
ingly, we cannot doubt ; nor can we conceive any reasons 
for this omission except that suggested at the com. 
mencement of these remarks. There is a story, too 
hackneyed to repeat in detail, of the advice given toa 
certain judge: “Never give your reasons, and no one 
will find out the weakness of your decisions.” Can it 
be that the commissioners have got hold of this maxim, 
and adopted it as a rule of practice, ‘‘ misunderstood and 
misap plied ” ? 








THE BANKRUPTCY BILL. 
A 

Tue revised edition of the Bill of last year which hag 
been introduced in the House of Lords will probably 
pass this session; it becomes necessary, therefore, to 
consider how far it is likely to improve the present law. 
The Act of 1869 affords an apt illustration of the care 
with which measures relating to this subject should be 
considered. It was in the main a well-devised and 
efficient enactment; but by some fatuity of the drafts. 
man or author of the Bill a loophole was left large 
enough toadmit the grossest malpractice, which by acurious 
decision has recently been still farther widened. If 
section 125 had not exempted liquidations from the pro- 
visions in the Act relating to the auditing of trustees’ 
accounts, the release of the trustee, and the discharge of 
the debtor; and if the Lords Justices had not held in 
Ex parte Brooker (24 W. R. 655) that the 30th section, 
requiring the trustee to pay all sums received into the 
Bank, and subjecting him to penalties if he kept in his 
hands a sum exceeding £50 for more than ten days, did 
not apply to liquidations, there would probably have 
been little reason to complain of the Act. But it is use- 
less to speculate on what might have been; the simple 
fact is that the system is a failure, and the question for 
consideration is whether the new proposals are likely 
to prove more successful. 

Under the new Bill the main outlines of the scheme of 
last year are preserved. One uniform method of initiating 
proceedings is provided, and this method may be adopted 
either by the debtor himself or by a creditor. The 
objection raised to this proposal in some parts of the 
commercial world seems to us rather baseless. The 
only result of disabling a debtor from petitioning 
for bankruptcy is to drive him to get some collusive 
creditor to do so for him. If a man is insolvent, why 
should he be prevented from taking means for securing 
an equal distribution of his assets among his creditors? 
If the debtor petitions, a provisional order will at once 
be made; if a creditor petitions, the court, upon proof of 
the petitioning creditor's debt, of the trading (where the 
debtor is a trader), and of the act of bankruptcy, will 
make a provisional order. In the case of a non-trader 
the order is only to be made “if no ground is shown to 
exist which would render the making of a provisional 
order inequitable.” The effect of this order will be that 
the affairs of the debtor will be wound up, and his property 





administered, under the law of bankruptcy. The debtor 
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is to be adjudicated a bankrupt absolutely, and gazetted, 


if he fails to file a list. of his creditors, or does not allege 
Wg snfficient cause for not having done so. This is a 


revival of the notion of the committee of last year that 
pankruptcy ought to be reserved as a “ stigma” for the 
fraudulent debtor. If it will be grateful to the 
feelings of an honest debtor to have a “provi- 
onal” instead of an “absolute” order made 

t him, there does not seem to be any great 
objection to this course, but our impression is that a 
bankruptcy will smell as strongly to the nose of the public 
ander one name as under another. Within a specified 
number of days the trader-debtor may show cause why 
the provisional order should not be revoked, on the 
ground of the insufficiency of the proof of the petition- 
ing creditor’s debt, or of the trading or act of bank- 
ruptcy, “or if any ground is shown to exist which would 
render the making of the provisional order inequitable; ” 
and the court may revoke the provisional order, and, 
unless it sees good cause to the contrary, “shall” order 
costs to be paid to the debtor. Here is sown the seed 
at a rank crop of litigation. 

The first proceeding after the debtor has become a 
“provisional” bankrupt (the “ five largest creditors” 
having disappeared from the Bill) is the preliminary 
meeting of creditors, which is to be held in private at 
such time and place as may be prescribed. The creditors 
are to attend, and ‘‘ discuss and investigate the affairs of 
the debtor, and consider any proposal which may be 
made to them in reference thereto.” A flaw which we 
pointed out last year has been remedied ; for (clause 22) 
the debtor is not only to attend the meeting, but “ sub- 
mit to such examination and give such information as 
the meeting shall require.” But as no statement of his 
affairs is to be presented at this meeting, there is little 
prospect of any benefit resulting from it; the meeting 
appears to us, in fact, to be perfectly unnecessary, and 
will only add to the bankruptcy costs. If there is to 
be a preliminary meeting at all, the debtor ought to be 
required to file a statement of his affairs with the list 
of creditors. 

The first general meeting is to be summoned by the 


-court and presided over by the registrar. At this meet- 


ing the creditors are to prove their debts; and as to this 


’ @ provision is introduced which is opposed to a long 


established principle of the bankrupt law. The new 
rule (clause 17, par. 4) is that “a creditor shall not 
vote in respect of current bills of exchange held by 
chim under discount, unless the persons liable thereon 
antecedently to the debtor are proved to be insolvent, or 
the creditor is willing to treat the liability of such of the 
said persons as are not insolvent as security in his hands, 
and deduct the value thereof accordingly from his proof.” 
The debtor (clause 22) is to attend at, and produce a 
statement of his affairs to, the meeting, and the creditors 
are to appoint a committee of inspection. They may 
also resolve either— 


~ (1) That the affairs of the debtor be further inves- 
tigated ; or, 

(2) That the proceedings be stayed, and the affairs of 
the debtor be wound up, and his property ad- 
ministered under a deed of arrangement, “the 
nature of which may or may not be specified in 
the resolution ”’ ; or, 

(3) That adjudication be made and the bankruptcy 
proceed. 


Now, we venture to ask any one who knows anything 
of the older bankruptcy law whether any provision more 
calculated to lead to litigation could be imagined than 
the second of those given above? We shall hereafter 
consider the advantages of the deed of arrangement, but 
we may here point out that it will undoubtedly increase 
the costs and give rise to numerous questions of con- 

struction. 

The committee of inspection are empowered to appoint 

-& trustee or a receiver, and are armed (clause 22) with 
‘very extensive powers of requiring the attendance of the 





debtor, of extracting information from him, of dealing 
with the property of the debtor (clause 52), and of sum- 
moning general meetings of creditors (clause 55); but 
the debtor, or any of the creditors, ‘“‘or any other per- 
son aggrieved by any act” of the committee may apply 
to the court, and the court may “confirm, reverse, or 
vary the act complained of.’’ 








THE INCLOSURE OF MANORIAL WASTES. 
I. 


Tue methods by which the waste lands of manors have 
been hitherto inclosed and appropriated may be divided 
into two classes: (1) inclosures by the lord under colour 
of some customary right, of the Statute of Merton, or of 
an agreement with the persons interested ; (2) inclosures 
by Act of Parliament, in order to facilitate which the 
General Inclosure Act of 1845 conferred upon the 
Inclosure Commissioners powers of inquiring and report- 
ing to Parliament with reference to the proposed 
inclosure, and of carrying it into effect when sanctioned 
by the Legislature. In considering the two methods 
thus indicated, it is important at the outset to bear in 
mind a distinction between them arising out of a techni- 
cal rule of law. Although manorial wastes have lain 


open to all comers from time immemorial, and have been 


used by the people generally for purposes of recreation 
and otherwise, the law has never yet held that such facts 
have constituted a limited dedication to the public for 
the purposes of the user, so as to create a definite public 
right over the soil. Consequently, the first kind of 
inclosure, as being in the nature of a private proceeding 
between proprietors, has taken place without any regard 
to the public interest. But, when, as:in the second 
kind, the proprietors have had to come to the State 
for an enlargement of their proprietary rights, it has 
always, in theory at least, been considered that the 
concession should only be made on the terms of 
the public interest and the quasi right of the 
public being adequately secured and provided for. 
Whilst inclosure has, until the last few years, been 
proceeding continually and extensively under the 
latter of these two methods, attempts have not been 
wanting to bring it about by the former means also. 
Latterly, however, the process has been forcibly checked 
in both cases by a gradual development of the opinion 
that, in an over-populated country, the appropriation by 
individuals of waste lands for the purposes of tillage or 
building, is a course often most injurious to the benefit 
of the community. 

Dealing for the present with the first method of 
inclosare only, how vigorously this modern view 
has, during the last ten years, been entertained and 
acted upon with reference to commons in the neigh- 
bourhood of London may be seen by a reference to the 
law reports. The vast wastes of Epping Forest (Com- 
missioners of Sewers v. Glasse, 23 W. R. 102, L. R. 19 
Eq. 134), and the numerous smaller commons at 
Berkhampstead (Smith v. Brownlow, 18 W. R. 271, 
L. R. 9 Eq. 241), Plumstead (Warrich v. Queen’s 
College, 19 W. R. 1098, L. R. 6 Ch. 720), Tooting 
Graveney (Betts v. Thompson, 19 W. R. 1100, L. R. 6 
Ch. 732), Coulsdon (Hall v. Byron, 25 W.R. 317), and 
elsewhere have been the subject of- pitched battles in 
the law courts, and in each case the plaintiffs, acting, it 
is believed, really in the interest of tne public, though 
technically as the owners of common rights, have suc- 
ceeded in defeating the lord’s attempt to inclose ; whilst, 
as to wastes still nearer the metropolis, litigation has 
put an end to, or prevented, with reference to 
Wimbledon and Wandsworth Commons and Hampstead 
Heath, only by means of compromises securing them 
against any further appropriation (Peek v. Earl Spencer, 
18 W. R. 558, L. R. 5 Ch. 548; Hoare v. Wilson, 18 
W. R. 272). The existence of a well-organized society, 
calling itself the Commons Preservation Society, and 
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having considerable parliamentary influence, has, it 
is: believed, stimulated, in some degree, the activity 
which has led to resulte so beneficial to the public. And 
it may be observed that, in a recent publication of that 
society,” the general proposition for which it has con- 
tended is treated as now established—namely, that no 
legal inclosure of a manorial waste is possible without 
the sanction of Parliament. This proposition is here 
referred to, not with the intention of either adopting it 
or criticising it, but because it indicates the prevalence 
of ‘views on the subject of inclosure which it may be 
important that both lords and commoners should not 
leave out of their reckoning. It can hardly be called a 
legal proposition ; it is rather a statement of fact founded 
on a wide experience. Indeed, it must be admitted 
that the issues of fact in the litigation which has been 
referred to were generally more important than the 
issues of law. Nevertheless, it would be a great mistake 
to estimate the legal importance of that litigation by 
reference to its effect in adding to the legal rules which 
can be laid down in text-books. The suits have demon- 
strated that the difficulty of preventing unjust inclosure 
has arisen, not from ambiguity or uncertainty in the law, 
but from a shrinking from the expense and labour of 
litigation. And they have done more than this. For in 
construing ancient customary rights, and in the difficult 
application of black letter learning to the altered circum- 
stances of modern civilization, a court must, to a great 
extent, be guided by what it considers to be a reasonable 
view of proprietary rights; and the throwing open of 
thousands of acres of invaluable building land at the 
suit of persons whose rights of common would, to a 
casual observer, appear to be at most vague, and almost 
valueless, cannot fail to have an important bearing on 
the estimate of what is a reasonable view as to the prop- 
erty in waste lands. 

Two opposing views concerning the property of the 
lord frequently find popular expression on the occasion 
of his attempting an inclosure—the one, that the pro- 
ceeding is an immoral attempt on his part to appropriate 
what does not belong to him; the other, that, subject to 
his compensating persons who, by their continued exer- 
cise of their rights of common, show a clear right to 
compensation, his attempted inclosure shows a laudable 
desire to do the best he can with his own. These two 
popular views may be said to have their historical, if 
they have not their legal, counterparts. On the one 
hand, many of those who have followed the researches 
of Sir H. 8. Maine in his work on village communi- 
ties, many of those even who have carefully con- 
sidered the purport of the note by Mr. Joshua 
Williams on the subject of common rights (Prin- 
ciples of the Law of Real Property, appendix C.), 
tend to the opinion that the proprietary rights of the 
lord in the waste originated in a legal fiction. ‘‘ The 
freehold tenants of a manor,’ they say in effect, “are 
the representatives of communities who, long before the 
time when the feudal system of tenures was established 
in this country, were already in enjoyment of the wastes 
as. beneficial owners in common, and the continued 
existence of common rights under that system was to 
a great extent merely the continuance in these persons 
of the beneficial interest which they already possessed. 
The exigencies of the feudal rules required that some 
person should be viewed in the light of legal owner of 
the fee, and that legal necessity is the sole cause of the 
proprietary stutus with regard to the wastes which the 
lord subsequently assumed.” It may be easily imagined 
that those who entertain this opinion are inclined to 
discourage any efforts by lords of manors to utilize 
the wastes for their own private purposes. With 
this view of the origin of property in manorial 
wastes is to be contrasted that which considers the lord 
as the original beneficial owner, and the commoners as 





* — of Proceedings of the Commons Preservation Societ 
No. 1, Great College-street, Westminster. “4 
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deriving their rights from his bounty; and this is the. 
view which has to a great extent been adopted by our 
law. In fact, any other view may at first be thought to 
be excluded from legal discussion by the well: establishea 
principle of English law that all prescriptive rights 
depend upon grant. It may, however, be observed that 
the complex system of tenure and of holding by grant 
from a superior, which was so thoroughly developed 
the Norman lawyers, shows only that existing proprietary 
rights were dealt with and moulded according to the 
then prevailing legal idea, not that proprietary right in 
the soil then first originated. It may well be that, ay 
the village community merged into the manor, as the 
freeman in respect of his separate holding took the 
benefit and the burden consequent on the feudal relation, 
and held his land as grantee of a feudal lord, so the. 
common interest which he enjoyed in the waste ag 
belonging to his house or to his farm was dealt with on 
the same footing ; it belonged to the holding still, and as 
one was considered to be held by grant so also was the 
other. 

It may be said that to refer lords and common. 
ers to antiquarian speculations as to the origin of their- 
respective rights is to take them very far a-field. But, 
passing by the fact that it has been antiquarian research 
ofthe most elaborate kind which has insured the suc. 
cess of the plaintiffs in some of the suits above men- 
tioned, indications are not wanting, as will presently be 
seen, that researches of this kind, undertaken merely 
for the purpose of eliciting facts, may influence the 
courts in their understanding and application of existing 
legal rules. In fact, it is not going too far to say that 
the law as to the nature of the rights which may exist 
in a manorial waste has either been actually modified by 
the result of these researches or at least that it was not 
before properly understood. The common understand. 
ing which until recently prevailed as to rights of common 
over a waste may be summarized in this way :—Copy- 
hold tenants have a right to plead that certain rights of 
pasture, of turbary, or of estovers belong to them by cus- 
tom. Their right of common is in reality a common 
right, belonging to them all equally in respect of their 
copyhold tenure, proof of user in respect of one copyhold 
tenement being evidence of the existence of a similar 
right in every other copyhold tenant. But freehold 
tenants have not, and never had, any similar right. 
Whatever rights of common they claim they must claim: 
by prescription and not by custom, it being well settled 
that custom to take a profit in alieno solo is not 
allowed except in the case of copyholders. But pre- 
scription presupposes a grant, and, therefore, the inter- 
est of each freeholder in the waste is dependent upon 
the special grant made to him in respect of his particular 
tenement, and the nature of that grant is evidenced by 
the proof which he can adduce of user by the owner of 
the tenement for the time being. In other words, the 
right of the freeholders in the waste is not really a right 
common to all, but each of them must, by separate pre= 
scription, establish whatever beneficial interest he alleges 
that he has. The law, it has been said, is too well settled 
to admit for a moment the theory that the chief, or, indeed, 
any, beneficial interest in the waste can be vested in the 
freeholders as a class entitled in common. Consequently, 
it has been considered that, subject to any common or 
general right which the copyholders can claim by cus- 
tom, and subject to any special rights which particular 
freehold tenants (or even strangers) may be able to 
prove, the beneficial property, as well as the legal owner- 
ship of the waste, is now undoubtedly in the lord. 

We shall consider in our next article how far this view 
is well founded. 
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Rebhiews. 


RAILWAYS. 


“A TrEaTIse oN THE Law or Ramwayrs, &c. By Sir 


Wm. Honazs. Sixth Edition. Edited J. M. Laty, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


This is in many respects the most complete book on 
the subject in the hands of the profession. The pre- 
sent edition, though not more bulky than its pre- 
decessors, includes some useful additions. The standing 
orders of the House of Lords are printed at length; the 
decisions of the Railway Commissioners on matters 
coming within the 2nd section of the Railway Traffic 
Act of 1854 are dealt with rather fully, and, to our 
mind, satisfactorily; and the introduction contains 
atable of “leading cases” on railway matters. This 
table, besides being of value to students, to some 
extent supplements the deficiency of the general index 
for purposes of reference; but the want of means of re- 
ference is, nevertheless, the most serious fault we have 
to find with the work. The statutes printed in the ap- 
pendix ought to have been accompanied with full re- 
ferences to the text of the book; if this had been done, 
the present index would probably have been sufficient; 
but, as if is, a more complete and elaborate index is 
much needed. 

The decisions of late years have been incorporated 
into the book with some care; but we have noticed over- 
sights, one of a rather serious character. It is stated 
(p. 622) that “ the decisions as to the right of a plaintiff 
to have inspection of the report of the company’s 
medical man to the company are conflicting, but the 
preponderance of authority seems to be against allowing 
inspection of such reports if made with a view to litiga- 
tion.” The common law decisions are referred to in the 
note, ending with Skinner v. The Great Northern 
Railway Company. But there is no reference to the 
well-known decisions of the Master of the Rolls in 
Anderson v. Bank of British Columbia (24 W. R. 724), 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Zbid. 624); and of the 
Court of Appeal in Bustros v. White (Ibid. 721), by 
which the law or practice as to these matters has been 
clearly settled ; and having regard to those decisions, the 
language of the text in its unqualified shape needs revi- 
sion. The omission may possible be due to the pages of 
the book having been printed at an early date; but why 
are the cases not noticed in the addenda? At p. 597, 
while citing the cases which decided that a condition 
that a railway company would not be responsible 
for loss of parcels improperly packed was un- 
reasonable, the editor does not refer to a recent de- 
cision (Barbour v. South-Eastern Railway Company, 34 
L. T. 67) where a condition of non-liability for loss or 
damage arising from improper packing was held to be good. 
The distinction is, of course, a plain one; and, in fact, 
Jervis, C.J.,in the earlier case referred to in the text, 
said that the condition there against liability for loss was 
bad, because it was quite immaterial whether the goods 
were properly packed or not, if the whole package was 
lost. Kingston v. Cowbridge Railway Company (41 
L.J. Ch. 152)is a case which, we think, deserved to be men- 
tioned, as did Turner v. Great Eastern Railway Com- 
pany (33 L. T. 431) and Conway v. Belfast and 
Northern Counties Railway Company (9 I. R. C. L. 498). 
A good short report of Greenop v. South-Hastern Rail- 
way, for which no report is referred to (p. 504), will be 
found at p. 830 of the 20th volume of this journal. 

For comprehensiveness in scheme the work leaves 
little to be desired; and though in details the 
arrangement of the matter is not quite all that could be 
wished, and there is too much redundancy of detail, we 
must in. justice say that this edition is creditable to the 
editor's industry, and an acquisition to the lawyers’ 
library. 








General Correspanvence- 


Tue Exonzration or Onarces Bru. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Permit me through your columns to draw atten- 
tion to a point which, I venture to submit, ought to be 
dealt with by the Bill which has been introduced by the 
Lord Chancellor for the purpose of amending the Acts 
17 & 18 Vict. c. 113, and 30 & 31 Vict. c. 39, by making 
them apply to leaseholds. The point is this: By the 
Act 30 & 31 Vict. c. 69, s. 2, it is provided that “ the 
word ‘mortgage’ shall be deemed to extend to any 
lien for unpaid purchase-money upon any lands or 
hereditaments purchased by a testator.” As a necessary 
consequence of the use of the word “testator” in this 
section, it has been held that, where lands have been 
purchased by an intestate, it has no application, and his 
personal estate will remain primarily liable to dischar ge 
the lien (see Harding v. Harding, L. R. 13 Eq. 493; 
Hudson v. Cook, 20 W. R. 407, overruling a previous ca se 
of Evans v. Poole). 

The practical consequence is exemplified thus :—A. 
buys an estate, but does not pay the purchase-money, 
and devises it to B. Here B. will have, if he takes the 
estate, to pay the purchase-money. But if A. in such a 
case dies intestate, leaving the estate to descend to B., 
his heir-at-law, here B. will be entitled to call upon the 
general personal estate to pay the purchase-money. 

Surely this was not meant by the framers of 30 & 31 
Vict. c. 69, especially as that Act is founded on the 17 & 
18 Vict. c. 113, in which Act, in the case of a mortgage, 
no such difference between the case of testacy and in- 
testacy exists; the word “‘ person” being used there, and 
not the word “ testator.” 

I would suggest that in the Lord Chancellor’s Bill an 
additional section be added, repealing section 2 of 30 & 
31 Vict. c. 69, and re-enacting it in the same terms, 
except that at the end of the section, instead of the 
words “a testator,” the words be “any person.” This 
would at once accomplish the construction that was 
attempted to be placed on the existing section by the 
late Vice-Chancellor Wickens in the case of Evans v. 
Poole. Joun INDERMAUR. 


22, Chancery-lane, W.C., March 21. 





Tue Mippiesex Registry OFFIce. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It was owing to the delay in the rectification of 
thefees by Mr. Williamson that my letter appeared in your 


columns on the 10th inst., the letter having been written 


after waiting three or four days for a reply from him to 
my complaint. 

The fact remains that the memorials were overcharged 
at the rate of 184 per cent. 

Mr. Williamson talks about a fee for an ‘‘ ordinary ” 
memorial ; I know of no other fee than the statutory 
one. E. Laxs. 
Gravesend, March 19. 








Mr. G. B. Gregory, M.P., is, in the House of Com- 
mons on Tuesday next, ‘to call the attention of the 
House to the functions and duties of district registrars 
as provided by the Judicature Acts, and the rules.and 
orders made under the same; and to move that, in the 
opinion of this House, it would be desirable that pro- 
vision should be made for the discontinuance of pract ice 
as barristers or solicitors of persons holding those offi ces 
during their tenure of the same.” 
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Cases of the Geek. 


ConTRACT For SALE oF LanD—DEscrIPTION o¥ VENDOR 
—‘“ TRUSTEE FoR SALE ’—StatvrTe oF FracDS—DEMURRER 
—In a case of Catling v. King, heard by the Court 
of Appeal on the 21st inst., the action was brought for 
the specific performance of an alleged contract for the 
purchase of land. The statement of claim alleged that the 

laintiff entered into an agreement in writing with the de- 
Fondant to purchase by private contract two plots of land, 
being lots 3 and 4 in certain particulars and condi- 
tions of sale, for £1,100, and that the agreement was duly 
signed by the plaintiff, and by Brown & Co., auctioneers, on 
behalf of the defendant, and that the plaintiff then paid to 
Brown & Co. £110 as a deposit, and in part payment of the 
purchase-money ; that the agreement was indorsed on the 
particulars and conditions of sale; that part of the 15th 
‘condition was as follows :—“ The vendor is a trustee selling 
under a trust tor sale, and the concurrence of the persons 
beneficially interested shall not be required,” and that the 
defendant was the trustee of the plots of land. The state- 
ment of claim then set forth the alleged written agreement, 
which was simply an acknowledgment by the plaintiff that 
he had purchased the property (without saying of whom) 
for £1,100, and had paid the deposit of £110 to Brown & Co., 
and au agreement by the plaintiff to pay the remainder of 
‘the purchase-money and to complete the purchase agreeably 
to the conditions of sale. This was signed by the plaintiff. 
After bis signature there followed (signed by Brown 
& Co.) these words, “We ratify this sale, and, as 
auctioneers, acknowledge to have received the said 
deposit.” The statement of claim further alleged 
that the plaintiff had investigated and accepted 
the defendant’s title to the property, and that the 
defendant refused to carry out the contract. The 
defendant demurred to the statement of claim, aud Hall, 
‘V.C., allowed the demurrer, on the ground that the 
contract contained no snfficient description of the vendor 
go as to satisfy the requirements of the Statute of Frauds. 
The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., James and Mellish, 
L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) held that the description of “a 
trustee selling under a trust for sale,” the land itself being 
specifically described, was sufficient. A trust for sale 
must be created by some written document, and there 
could be no difficulty in discovering who the trustee was. 
The deccription was a much better one than that of “ John 
Smith” would have been, and there was no danger of the 
uncertainty of identification which it was the object of the 
statute to prevent. Itshould be noted that, though the 
argument upon the appeal was by arrangement taker upon 
the demurrer, yet the court laid it down that, under the 
present rules of pleading, a demurrer is not the proper way 
of raising the defence of the Statute of Frands. That 
defence must be strictly pleaded. 





ORIGINAL JURISDICTION oF CourT OF APPEAL.—In a case 
of The Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company v. 
Higgins, heard the same day, during the course of the 
argument, Mellish, L.J., expressed some regret that the 
Court of Appeal does not now possess, as the Court of 
Appeal in Chancery formerly did, an original jurisdiction, 
such & jarisdiction having been often found very convenient, 
¢.9-, in cases in which the judge of first instance had, upon 
the hearing of an interlocutory motion, expressed an 
pinion upon the merits, or where, upon an appeal from 
an order granting or refusing an injunction, it was desired 
to turn the motion into a motion for a decree. Jessel, 
M.R., said that the original jurisdiction was taken away 
by the Judicature Act of 1873, when the Court of Appeal 
was intended to be the final court of appeal; but now that 
it is, by the Acts of 1875 and 1876, restored to the position 
of an intermediate court of appeal, he thought it would 
be more convenient that it should possess also an original 
jurisdiction. 





EXecorion acainet Traper—Sum exceevina £50— 
Possession-Monzy—Banxrvurrcr Act, 1869, s. 87.—On 
the 22nd inst., the Court of Appeal (James and Mellish, 











L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) affirmed the decision of Bacon 

O.J., in In re Grubb (25 W. B. 276, L. R. 40h. D. 581, 
noted ante, p. 238). The question was whether, in deter. 
mining the amount for which an execution had been levied 
on the goods of a trader, that is, whether it exceeded £50 
or not, possession-money ought or ought not to be included, 
In In re Grubb, the debt, interest, costs of execution, 
sheriff’s poundage, and officer’s fee together amounted to 
£49 18s. 6d., and, if one day’s possession-money (at the 
rate of 5s. per diem) was added, the amount for which the 
levy was made exceeded £50, and the trustee in the bank. 
ruptcy was entitled to the proceeds of the sale of the 
goods. The Chief Judge held that, as the debtor did not 
at once pay the amount claimed te the sheriff’s officer, and 
did not adopt the alternative course of requiring him 
forthwith to remove the goods, and the necessity of taking 
possession thus arose, there was an immediate right to 
charge at least one day’s possession-money, and therefore 
that charge was one of the legal incidental expenses 
for which the writ authorized the levy to be made, 
and consequently the execution was, within the mean- 
ing of section 87, for a sum exceeding £50. In support of 
the appeal it was contended that the amount for which the 
seizure was made must be determined at the moment of 
seizure, that it must be something which was certain and 
defined at that time, and that a charge like possession. 
money, the amount of which was incapable of being then 
ascertained, could not be included, and reliance was placed 
on the dicta of Bramwell and Amphlett, BB., in Howes 
v. Young (24 W. R. 738, L. R. 1 Ex. D. 146). The Court 
of Appeal came to the conclusion that the true test is what 
are the expenses which the sheriff is entitled to charge at 
the time when the goods are sold ; or, in other words, what 
is the amount for which the debtor would then be able to 
redeem the goods, and if that amount is above £50 then the 
provisions of section 87 apply. 





Proor In Bankruprcy—LiaBILiITY CAPABLE OF BEING 
FAIRLY ESTIMATED—ANNUITY PAYABLE DURING WIDOW: 
Hoop—Banxrvprcy Act, 1869, s. 31.—In another case of 
Ex parte Blakemore, heard the same day, the question 
arose whether the value of an annuity payable to a widow 
for her life, or until she should marry again, was capable of 
being fairly estimated, within the meaning of section 31 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, so as to be a proveable debt in 
the bankruptcy of the person liable to pay the annuity. It 
was strongly urged that there were no means of estimating 
the value of the contingency of the lady (who was sixty- 
five years old) marrying again. The court (James and 
Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.), however, held that 
the contingency was as much capable of valuation as the 
expectation of a particular life. And it was referred to 
an actuary to state what, in his opinion, was the value of 
the annuity, treating it as a simple life annuity, and what 
the sum which ought to be deducted for the contingency 
of marrying again, the valuation being made as at the 
commencement of the bankruptcy, and on the assumption 
of the solvency of the bankrupt, and proof was to be 
admitted for the value thus ascertained. 

[It would be interesting to know the result of the labours 
of the actuary.—Eb. S.J. 








On the third reading of the High Court of Justice 
(Costs) Bill, Sir H. M. Jackson will move that it be re- 
committed in order to insert the following new clause :— 
“The provisions contained in the 10th section of ‘the 
County Courts Act, 1867,’ shall be extended to and 
include all actions of contract.” 


With reference to the biographical notice of Mr. 
John Oxenford which we published last week, Mr. 
Benjamin Hunt, of No, 5, New-inn, Strand, informs us 
that “ My Fellow Clerks ” was the name of Mr. Oxenford’s 
first dramatic production, and that the scenes therein 
described were the vicissitudes of his three fellow-clerks— 
Wm. Bovill, afterwards Lord Chief Justice ; T. T., before 
the end of his articles a professional London cab-driver ; 
and the writer. 
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Appuinturents, Ete. 


_ The Hon. Witt1am Leece Drinkwater, first Deemster 
of the Isle of Man, has received the honour of knighthood. 
fir W. Drinkwater is an M.A. of St. John’s College, Cam- 
bridge, and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1865. He was formerly a member of the 
Northern Circuit. 

Mr. THoMAS GREEN, solicitor (of the firm of Becke & 
Green), of Northampton, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for Northamptonshire for taking the Ac- 
knowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Wit114mM Ley, solicitor, of 61, Carey-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Sopreme Conrt of Judicature. 








Obituary. 


MR. THOMAS STARKIE SHUTTLEWORTH. 


Mr. Thomas Starkie Shuttleworth, solicitor, clerk of the 
Crown for the County Palatine of Lancaster, died at Preston 
on the 3rd inst. ‘The deceased was the son of the late Mr. 
John Shuttleworth, solicitor, of Preston, and was born in 
1800. He was educated at Eton, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1825, and had thus practised in the town of 
Preston for more than half a century. He was formerly 
in partnership with Mr. Robert William Hopkins, at whose 
death he succeeded to the office of keeper of the seals for 
the County Palatine of Lancaster. He also succeeded 
his father as clerk of the Crown for the county, and held 
those posts up to the time of his death, discharging all 
his official duties with the greatest assiduity and urbanity. 
Mr. Shuttleworth had suffered for a long time from a 
bronchial affection, but the immediate cause of his death 
was disease of the heart. Though very ill he attended to 
all his official duties during the recent Lancaster Assizes, 
He leaves a widow, one son, and two daughters. Mr. 
Shuttleworth was buried on the 8th inst. at the Preston 
Cemetery. In delivering the assize sermon at Manchester, 
the sheriff’s chaplain (the Rev. John Allen) feelingly alluded 
to Mr. Shuttleworth’s death. 


MR. THOMAS MOSS PHILLIPS. 


Mr. Thomas Moss Phillips, solicitor, died at Wolver- 
hampton a few days ago. The deceased was admitted a 
solicitor about the year 1835, and practised at Wolver- 
hampton for over twenty years, He was for a long time 
in partnership with Mr, Thomas Bolton, and-he carried on 
an extensive and important business, being concerned for 
many of the leading ironmasters in the town and district. 
He was much looked up to and esteemed by all his clients, 
being possessed of very sound judgment, and often avoid- 
ing litigation by his tact and discretion. He was elected 
coroner for the Wolverhampton district of Staffordshire in 
1848, and discharged the onerous duties of that post up to 
the time of his death. He retired from private practice 
about twenty years ago, but he was largely interested in 
the Lillieshall and Snedshill Iron Companies, and other 
important concerns. His son, Mr. William Henry Phillips, 
who was admitted a solicitor in 1852, is a candidate for the 
eounty coronership. The latter has acted as his father’s 
deputy, and is also coroner for the borough of Wolver- 
hampton, 





MR. WILLIAM JOHN FREDERICK 
MARSHALL, 


Mr. William John Frederick Marshall, solicitor, of Ket- 
tering, died about a fortnight ago. Mr. Marshall was the 
son of the late Mr. Thomas Marshall, solicitor. Having 
duly served his articles with his father he was admitted a 
solicitor in 1889, and practised for more than thirty years 
at Kettering. He was a perpetual commissioner for North - 
amptonshire, and carried on 8 good private business. Mr. 








Marshall was for many years clerk to the guardians of the 
Kettering Union, and superintendent-registrar, andin 1853he 
succeeded ghis father as coroner for the eastern division of 
Northamptonshire. He was also clerk to the Ketteri 
Highway Board, and steward of the manors of the Duke o' 
Buccleugh and other landowners. He retired from practice 
three or four pyres ago, but retained until his death the ap- 
pointments of coroner and superintendent-registrar. 


MR. EDWARD LEIGH PEMBERTON. 


Mr. Edward Leigh Pemberton, solicitor, died at his 
country seat, Torry-hill, near Sittingbourne, Kent, a few 
days ago. The deceased was the son of Mr. Thomas 
Pemberton, of Bispham Hall, Lancashire, and a younger 
brother of the late Lord Kingsdown. He was born 
in 1795, was admitted a solicitor in 1816, and com- 
menced practice at 45, Salisbury-square, in partnership 
with Mr. William Green, being afterwards joined by Mr. 
George Abraham Crawley. The business was, afew years 
later, removed to 20, Whitehall-place, Mr. Green’s place 
being taken by Mr. John Gardiner. Mr. Pemberton’s firm 
had a large private practice, and were for many years solici- 
tors to the Commissioners of Woods, Forest, and Lands 
Revenue. He wasa perpetual commissioner for Middlesex, 
London, and Westminster, a director of the Law Fire and 
the Legal and General Life Insurance Companies, and he 
was for many years a member of the Council of the Incoz~ 
porated Law Society. About twenty years ago there was a 
dissolution of the partnership between Mr. Pemberton and 
Messrs. Crawley and Gardiner, and the former became as- 
sociated with Mr. Gerard Coke Meynell, and with his son, 
Mr. Henry Leigh Pemberton, who was admitted in 1860, 
and is now solicitor to the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s- 
inn, and official solicitor to the Court of Chancery. By the 
death of Lord Kingsdown, Mr. Pemberton succeeded to 
large estates in Kent, and he retired from practice about 
seven years ago. He is succeeded in} his estates by his 
eldest son, Mr. Edward Leigh Pemberton, jun., who was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1847, 
and has represented East Kent in the Conservative in terest 
since 1868. 





MR. THOMAS JAMES CLARE, Q.C. 


Mr. Thomas James Clark, Q.C., died at his residence, 
Myrtle Cottage, Catford Bridge, Kent, on the 17th inst. 
Mr. Clark was born in 1822. He was educated at University 
College, London, and graduated B.A. at the University of 
London in 1842. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1845, and was a member of 
the Home Circuit. Mr. Clark enjoyed a fair share of junior 
business, being intrusted with much of the common law 
business of the Great Western Railway Company, and he 
had earned the reputation of a sound and accurate lawyer. 
He obtained a silk gown from Lord Chelmsford in 1866, 
but for many years past the feebleness of his health had 
disabled him from his professional duties. The deceased was 
a bencher of the Inner Temple. 





On Friday week, upon Vice-Chancellor Malins rising from 
his seat to leave the court at the termination of the day’s 
business, an unprecedented assault was committed by a man 
in court throwing an egg at the judge. The missile passed 
close to his lordship's head, and was broken against the 
wooden canopy behind his seat. The act was seen by one 
of the officers of the court, and the man was immediately 
brought forward. The Vice-Chancellor asked whether it 
was he who had committed the assault, and he replied, 
“Yes; I did it because you insalted me.”” The man’s name 
is Robert Mahon Cosgrave ; he was the plaintiff in a case 
of Cosgrave v. Woodley, in which the Vice-Chaneellor had 
recently made a decree against him. There was no pre- 
tence whatever for the absurd notion that he had been in- 
sulted. The Vice-Chancellor ordered the man to be com- 
mitted for centempt of court in throwing an egg at the 
judge, and directed that he should be forthwith conveyed to 
prison by the officer of the court. 
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Sucicties. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The ordinary weekly meeting of this society was held at 
‘Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand, on Wednesday, the 21st of March, 
Mr. H. Dowson in the chair. Mr. E. H. Parnell, in an 
interesting speech, opened the subject for the evening’s debate, 
viz., ‘‘ That the principle of Mr. Cowen’s Bill to give to 
county courts similar jurisdiction to the superior courts is 
worthy of support.” The motion was opposed by Mr. C. 
Swinfen Eady, LL.B., and after a thorough discussion the 
motion was carried. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


On Tuesday evening, the 6th inst., the above society 
held its 602nd ordinary meeting in the library room of the 
Birmingham Law Society, E. H. Lee, Esq., B.A., in the chair. 
Mr. Pugh called the attention of the members to the 
anomalies in the rules relating to the preliminary examina- 
tion, pointing out that, while that examination requires two 
languages for a pass, the Oxford local junior requires none. 
The matter was referred to the committee. A debate then 
took place on the following question :—“ A., falsely repre- 
sents to B., verbally, that C.’s interest in certain trust funds 
was only subject toa small mortgage, whereas, in fact, it 
was largely incumbered. Can B., who has acted on the faith 
of A.’s statement, and therebv sustained loss,sue A. for the 
loss so sustained ?””’ Mr. Cochrane opened in the affirmative, 
and was followed by Messrs. Pugh and Collins. Mr. Chat- 
win replied in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. 
Morris, Plant, and Goodman. The voting was in favour of 
the negative. 

On Tuesday evening last the society held its 603rd 
ordinary meeting in the library room of the Birmingham 
Law Society, H. W. Stanbury, Esq., presiding. A debate 
took place on the following question:—“ Is an action main- 
tainable for mulicicusly causing and procuring one of two 
contracting parties not to perform the contract, whereby loss 
accrued to the other?” Messrs. Cresswell and Bayley sup- 

ported the affirmative side, and Mr. Deakin the negative. 
The voting was in favour of the affirmative by a small ma- 
jority. Avvote of thanks to the chairman concluded the 
meeting. 


LAW UNION FIRE AND LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY, 


The annual general meeting of this company was held 
on Thursday at the office, 126, Chancery-lane, W.C., 
James Cuddon, Esq., the chairman, presiding. 

Mr. F. McGepy (the actuary and secretary) read the 
notice convening the meeting, and the minutes of the pre- 
ceding annual meeting. The directors’ report and state- 
ment of accounts, having been circulated amongst the 
shareholders, were taken as read. 

The CuarrMan, in moving the adoption of the report and 
accounts, said—Gentlemen, althongh the accounts before 
you exhibit clearly and explicitly the state of the com- 
pany’s business, as indeed all previous accounts have also 
done, so that ata glance you may form a'perfectly accurate 
judgment of the condition of the company and the progress 
made, yet the custom that the person who has the honour 
to preside on these occasions should make a few observa- 
tions is so good 2 custom that it is undesirable to depart 
from it. I will therefore trouble you with some remarks. 
As regards the fire business of the past year, while the new 
insurances are about £350,000 more than in the preceding 
year, yet the amount of new premiums is very slightly in 
excess of the premiums of the previons year. This, how- 
ever, is rather favourable than otherwise, as it shows that 
the class of business has been of the very best kind. The 
average sum insured by each fire policy issued during the 
past year was about £919. In the life department the 
Variation in the amount of new premiums between the year 
1875 and 1876 is slight, only a little over £200. ‘The 
average sum insured per life policy issued during the past 
year is £883, or thereabouts. The total amount insured 
on lives during the past year is less than in the previous 








year, but I need not remind you that in 1876 great 
depression prevailed in almost every branch of 
business. This depression has materially interfered 
with insurance business, and some falling off ip 
the total sum assured must have been generally ex. 
pected, and it will, I think, be found to have been the cage 
with many other offices. The total income hag 
reached £126,000 and upwards, showirg upon the whole:a 
clear increase of about £7,800 during the past year, 
Thus you will observe the income is gradually advancing, 
so that, exercising « little patience, we may rely on g 
fature considerably larger revenue. If a moderate yearly 
increase of business be obtained without very much 
further yearly expenditure, the effect in the future on the 
profits must obviously be highly favourable. Having re. 
gard to the fact that we expend so little in attempts to 
obtain new business, whether by advertising or otherwige, 
and to the prevailing great competition, the amount of 
new business actually received is the best practical proof 
of the connections of the company being both extensiyg 
and excellent. Outlay is the necessary accompaniment 
of attempting to extend an insurance business, but the 
return for such outlay may be regarded as somewhat dig. 
tant and rather uncertain. Possibly we err on the side of 
over-caution in not launching out a little more in this re. 
spect, but ‘‘let well alone” has been the principle on 
which we have acted, and it has so far answered admirably, 
At the last annual meeting I ventured to express an opinion 
that we could not reasonably expect perpetual sunshine, 
and so it has happened. The unusual amount of life 
claims in the past year arose from several of the large 
policies (and such policies, I may add, are considered to be 
the most profitable as @ rule) having fallen in within the 
financial year. But this has happened before, and I need 
only further refer to the remarks I made in 1863, 1867, 
and 1874 upon the subject of yearly variations in the 
amount of claims. I repeat what I have heretofore said 
on that point, namely, that we can no more prevent yearly 
variations of the amount of claims than we can s 
yearly variations of weather. We should always bear in 
mind that insurance calculations are based on averages, 
and we cannot hope that all the yearly accounts ofa 
quinquennium will be equally favourable. Indeed, the 
only really important questions is—what is the result of the 
whole quinquennium ? Several of the life policies which 
have fallen in afford striking examples of the great 
benefits which families may derive by prudential outlay 
for life insurance. They are examples which our agents, in 
advising clients as to marriage settlements, life leases, 
and otherwise, might advantageously remember. I had 
some conversation with our able actuary with reference to 
the effect upon the average of several large life policies 
having fallen in during the financial year, and he looked 
into the matter with his usual painstaking. You will see 
by the repert for 1875 that the average amount per policy 
in foree on November 80, 1875, was £729. Now, as anillus- 
tration of the accuracy of averages the actuary pointed out 
to me that, during the five years 1872 to 1876, both in« 
clusive, 318 policies became claims, amounting in all to 
£232,028, thus making the average claim per policy during 
such period of five years £729, the very sum which, at the 
end of 1875, was the average amount of the policies in 
force. At the end of 1876, I think the average of the 
policies in force will be found to be about £726 per policy. 
I am confident yon will agree that it is advantageous to 
adhere to the plan of keeping @ large fund in hand on the 
dividend account with a view to equalization. The effect 
of our arrangements is that the money on the profit and 
loss account now left undivided, together with the interest 
of the shareholders’ capital to arise during the remainder 
of the current quinquennium, will more than suffice to pa 
the dividend of 15 per cent., up to the end of su 
quinquennium, without touching the profits which may 
arise from the business during that period. Thus shall 
we lay a solid foundation for expecting that the next in- 
crease, when made, will be maintained., Since the last 
annual meeting, I regret to say that Mr. John Cole, who 
had long been an influential director of the company, has 
died. I hope it is: unnecessary for me to assure the 
proprietors and insured that every endeavour continues to 
be made to conduct the business of the company in ite 





several departments with promptitude, honour, and 








a -- ee eee 


ae ae eS See 


: 
; 
3 
8 
3 
1 
f 
7 
l 
j 
J 
L 
J 
; 
3 
h 
t 
y 
"7 
d 
0 
a 
d 
e 
y 
‘- 
iG 


BSS Reacco-aF oR OS 


] 


— 
— 


Sekoat 


CS = 
os 


bi SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








liberality, so as to merit the confidence of the shareholders 
and the insured. I will conclude by observing that be- 
fore proposing the adoption of the report and accounts, I 
ghall be most happy to answer, in the best way in my 
power, avy question regarding the company’s affairs which 
apy gentleman may please to ask. 

i . Henry Mason seconded the adoption of the report. 

The motion was agreed to unanimously. 

Mr. R. W. Roserts moved, “ That the recommendation 
f the directors in their report now read as to the payment 
of a dividend and bonus be adopted, and that a dividend 
nd bonus together after the rate of 15 per cent. per 
annum, free of income-tax, be paid to the shareholders: on 
the paid-up capital of the company for the year ending 
the 30th of November, 1877.” 

Mr. Gzorce Hyper seconded the motion, which was 
agreed to unanimously. 

Mr. W. Newron moved the re-election of the retiring 
directors. He said—I have been a shareholder in this 
company ever since its formation, and am, therefore, in a 
position fully to appreciate its satisfactory condition. It 

to me that the proceedings of the directors have 
ways been conducted with the greatest liberality towards 
the assured. Unfortunately, I have on. several occasions 
been compelled to call upon them with regard to claims on 
the part of my clients, and both I and they have always 
been perfectly satisfied with the promptitude and liberality 
of the directors. I think that is a very strong recom- 
mendation, and, believing that they are thoroughly deserv- 
ing of confidence, I have great pleasure in moving that the 
retiring directors be re-elected. i 

The names of the directors were put separately to the 
meeting, and in each case Mr. T. H. Srrexr seconded the 
nomination, the result being that each retiring doctor, as 
follows, was unanimously re-elected :—Mr. F. Charsley, Mr. 
§. H. Cooper, Mr. F. J. Coverdale, Mr. James Cuddon, Mr. 
P. E. Eyton, M-P., Mr. F. T. Keith, Mr. John Lambert, 
€.B., Mr. Henry Mason, Mr. R. B. M, Lingard-Monk, Mr. 
John Nanson, Mr. Charles Pemberton, Mr. J. F. Robin- 

+c ‘. Mr. T. W. Salmon, and Mr. Erasmus Wilson, 

On the motion of Mr. G. HypE, seconded by Mr. Roserts, 
Mr. Theodore Waterhouse-was-re-elected an auditor on the 
part of the shareholders ; and, on the motion of the Cuair- 
MAN, seconded by Mr. Mason, Mr. James J. Darley was 
Te-elected an auditor on behalf of the directors. 

_Mr. G. U. Rosins moved “ That the sum of fifty guineas 
be paid to each of the auditors for their services during 
¢he past year.” 

Mr, Newron seconded the motion, which was at once 
unanimously agreed to. 

The CuarRMAn proposed a vote of thanksto Mr. McGedy, 
the able and painstaking actuary, and also to those imme- 
diately under him in the office. 

Mr. Ropers seconded the motion. We are all, he said, 
shareholders and assured, deeply indebted to Mr. McGedy 
and those connected with him in the business of the office. 

The motion was carried with applause. 

The CmarrMAN next moved, and Mr. Burkirr seconded, 
# cordial vote of thanks to the solicitor for his great ability 
and pains in the conduct of the legal affairs of the company, 
and it was also unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. MoGepy and Mr, Burces (the solicitor) returned 


Mr, Rosrns proposed a vote of thanks to ‘the chairman, 
Which was seconded by Mr, Burxirr, cordially agreed to, 
‘and suitably acknowledged by the CHAIRMAN. 

“The meeting thon dispersed. 





—_ 





In a case.of Hilliard vy. De Loyauté, on Monday, Vice- 
‘Chancellor Malins said that the bringing over of witnesses 
in the cases to be heard in the: court, and the expense of 
keeping them was one of the penalties, which the public 
must be prepared to pay under the new procedure. His lord- 
ship added that he should not in future fix any day for the 

ing of causes with witnesses. Such cases must await 
turnin the ordinary way. That was the practice in 
other branches of the Chancery Division, and though days 
had been fixed for hearing such cases in his court, the 
plan had not proved successful. 





Zegal Pews. 


There 18 a. man in New York, says the Central Lew 
Journal, who seems to have the most sublime faith in the 
ancient maxim that there is no wrong without its appro- 
priate-remedy. He answered an advertisement in the 
matrimonial column of the Herald, and exchanged photo- 
graphs with a San Francisco widow. Satisfied with her 
picture, he agreed to marry her, and went on to the latter 
city to complete his contract. The original fell so far 
behind the portrait as to induce him to sue the photographer, 
in an action for false representation, for the sum of 5,000d 


At the Huntingdonshire Assizes last week Sir Baliol 
Brett sentenced a man to a month’s imprisonment for steal- 
ing some hay, value 14s. After the prisoner had been re- 
moved a juryman remarked, ‘‘ That's rather stiff, my lord,” 
and, as all the jury agreed in this opinion, the judge asked 
what sentence they would suggest. ‘“* Cut it in halves, my 
lord,” said a juryman. “Very well, peered said the 
judge, “ it was your verdict and it shall be your sentence.” 
The prisoner was accordingly brought back into court, and 
the judge said to him, ‘‘ The jury think that a month is too 
stiff; take fourteen days.” 


At the trial of the Wadlow station-master at the Taunton 
Aasizes on Friday week the jury were locked up during the 
night. On their coming into court on Friday morning the 
learned judge expressed to them his regret that he had-been 
obliged to lock them up, and said that it seemed strange that 
this obligation should exist while he was able to. permit the 
prisoner to go out on bail. Those interested in the matter 
should, he thought, look into it, and determine whether some 
discretion should not be given to the judge to permit the 
jury to go to their homes when a case of felony lasted over 
one day. 


This story, says an American legal journal, is told of 
Judge Davis:—Once at Indianapolis, which was within his 
circuit, a lawyer named Ketchum was ready when his case 
was called, but his opponent was absent, and had sent word 
that. he couldn’t arrive for an hour or two. Ketchum. in- 
sisted on proceeding at once. The judge remonstrated in 
favour of the absent lawyer, but to no purpose. ‘‘ Well,” 
said he, finally, ‘if you insist upon going on, Mr. Ketchum, 
you have, of course, the technical right to do so; but if I 
were you I wouldn’t urge the matter. Over at Springfield, 
the other day, there was just such a case ; the lawyer would 
insist upon going on with the trial; and so I had to look 
after the interest of the other party—and, do you know, 
curiously enough, Mr. Ketchum, we beat him!” Mr. 
Ketchum concluded to wait. 


The House of Lords Select Committee on the Office of 
‘“Black Rod” have been considering the question whether 
it is the duty of the Lord Great Chamberlain or the Gentiles. 
man Usher of the Black Rod to receive Sovereigns, princes, 
and Royal personages visiting the House of Lords. There 
was laid-before the committee a paper compiled by Mr. 
Palman, the librarian, being extracts from the journals of 
the House forthe years 1601 to 1873, bearing upon the 
question. The committee have reported that they are of 
opinion that it is the duty of the Lord Great Chamberlain, 
with the assistance of the Gentleman Usher of the Black- 
Red, to receive such personages visiting the House of 
Lords during the sitting of the House for business, and to 
give the necessary directions to the doorkeepers.and police 
on such occasions. 


A dent of the Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence 
bemoans the fact that “a large portion of the most lucrative, 
consulting practice of our bar is now in the hands of the. 
English bar. The leading legal firms of the West .of 
Scotland have for twenty years resorted to England for 
advice in all important mercantile questions. Merchants 
will pay. most liberally, and even extravagantly, for skilfal 
advice promptly rendered. Accordingly, a leader of the 
bar feed at thirty-five guineas, with a junior at. fifteen: to 
twenty guineas, give ina week an exhaustive opinion, . 

uite satisfactory, and the expenses are cheerfully borne. 
Those fees would naturally come to our bar if our counsel 
had adequate training, and realized the immense im. 
portance of despatch. When Lord Rutherfard was at the 
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bar, he was known in circumstances of urgency to give his 
opinion at the consultation.” 


On Thursday, in the House of Commons, in reply to Mr 
Watkin Williams, the Attorney-General said that section 
37 of the Judicature Act of 1873 provides that circuit 
business shall be done by the judges of the Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions; but that it 
shall be lawful for her Majesty to include in any com- 
mission if she think fit any judge of the Chancery Division 
appointed after that Act. The Government propose no 
change in this law, and the new judge who is to be attached 
to the Chancery Division will be appointed on this footing. 
Whether judges of the Chancery Division will at any time 
be, under this power, included by the Crown in com- 
missions of assize is a matter which must depend upon the 
state and exigencies of business in the various courts, and 
mo answer can be given beforehand. 


On the judges taking their seats in the Appeal Court at 


Lincoln’s-inn on Wednesday last, Lord Justice James stated 
that since the part-heard case of Catling v. King had been 
opened, on Wednesday last, he had received a letter on the 
subject, signed “ W. King.” Of course, he had not read it. 
It was very improper for a party to a cause to write toa 
judge trying it, and he mentioned the matter wishing it to 
be known, in order that so irregular a course might not 
y 00 be adopted. Lord Justice Mellish and Sir R. Baggallay 

0 said they had received letters signed in the same way, 
but had not perused them. The Master of the Rolls did 
not know whether or not a similar letter had been addressed 
to him, as his correspondence was opened by his secretary, 
and such a letter would not be laid before him. Mr. Pear- 
son, Q.C., suggested that the writing of such letters was 
only a way the defendant had. Lord Justice James said it 
was a very bad way. 


Sach a scene, says the Times, as that which was witnessed 
in Vice-Chancellor Malins’ court on Friday is happily of 
very rare occurrence. The old law reports, however, give a 
few cases of the kind, which seem to have been punished 
with extreme severity. In ‘‘Dyer’s Reports” (reprinted 
1688), for assaulting a witness in court a man was con- 
demned to imprisonment for life, to forfeit his goods, and to 
have his right hand amputated at the “‘ Standard in Cheape.” 
A case more directly in point is reported in the quaint 
Norman French of the law courts as follows:—“ Richard- 
son ch. Just. de C, Banc al Assises at Salisbury in summer 
1631 fuit assault per prisoner la condemne pur felony que 
puis son condemnation ject un brickbat a le dit Justice que 
natrowly mist, and pur ce immediately fait indictment 
drawn per Noy envers le prisoner and son dexter manus 
ampute and fix al gibbet sur que luy mesme immediatement 
hange in presence de Court.” The Noy herein mentioned 
was the Attorney-General. Another case reported in the 
aame book (page 188 b, marginal note) records the fact that 
for striking Sir Thomas Reynolds with a stick Sir William 
Waller was fined £1,000 and ordered to be imprisoned dur- 
ing the Royal pleasure. 


In a trial for murder if the New York court of oyer and 
terminer the other day, says the Central Law Journal, the 
jury, after an all-night session, came into court with a 
verdict of guilty of manslaughter. When the verdict was 
announced, Mr. A. Oakey Hall, the prisoner’s counsel, arose 
and spoke in a voice choked by emotion: “I desire to say 
—and | must say it—that I know this man to be absolutely 
innocent. So believing and so knowing, I desire in this 
public manner to declare my unalterable determination 
never again, as a lawyer, to appear in a homicide case. If, 
in such circumstances, I cannot demonstrate a. man’s absolute 
innocence to a jury, while I have no right to find fault with 
the jury, I have a right to find fault with myself.” At the 
conclusion of these remarks, Mr. Hall sat down, and was 
apparently deeply affected. Judge Brady said, if the man 
was innocent, it was unfortunate that there was no way of 
proving it ; but the counsel did himself injustice; all was 

for the prisoner that could be done, and the jury was 
fully warranted and justified in finding the verdict. Mr. 
Howe spoke of the intense interest Mr. Hall felt in the case, 
owing to the belief (which he shared) in their client’s inno- 
. Mr. — S a Mr, ee sake of 
profession t inistration justice, not to 
hie resolution. [It is not stated vicinus Hall 

these appeals, ] 





The scene which took place on the conviction of Lord 
Marcus Beresford at the Middlesex Sessions on Thursday,, 
says the Pall Mali Gazette, was the reverse of edifying. 
On the sentence itself we have no other remark to make 
except that a fine of £100 cannot, in our opinion, be con- 
sidered as at all excessive. It is doubtless very irritating 
to a young man of spirit to have his veracity impugned 
a money-lender to whom he is paying interest at the rate 
of £25 a month ona loanof £1,000 nominal; but he must 
not for that reason be allowed to take the law into his own 
hands, and vindicate his honour by committing an assault, 
And the strong animus in favour of the assailant displayed 
by too many of those present in the court is not creditable 
to English respect for law and order. Mr. Tidy may be am 
object of just dislike to many people, but he has as much 
right to be protected from personal assault as any 
other person carrying on a lawful trade; and even 
those who most detest his profession should learn to 
subordinate their private prejudices to their sense of 
the public duty incumbent upon every one to discourage 
acts of illegal violence. What we most regret, however, in 
the whole affair is the course taken by certain of the magis- 
trates present. Since it is usual to allow prisoners con- 
victed under such circumstances as Lord Marcus Beresford 
to go free upon finding security for the payment of the 
fine and costs imposed upon them, Lord Marcus Beresford’ 
had a right to the benefit of the privilege; but it was no 
part of the duty of his judges to take upon themselves 
the office of his private friends, and it was, in our opinion, 
@ grave mistake on their part to take such a step. The 
spectacle of the magistrates contending with each other 
for the privilege of offering bail for the defendant was 
far from being a seemly one, and we hope never to see it 
repeated. Whatever its motive may have been, such con- 
duct is calculated to create grave misconception in the, 
minds of that portion of the public who were not repres 
sented by the cheering mob in court; and, as it was, the 
judicial reproof addressed to the spectators lost much of 
its force in coming from a judge who had just told the de. 
fendant that ‘*he was happy to say he would not be de- 
tained in custody even for a night.” 





THE BANKRUPTCY BILL. 


On the motion for the second reading of this Bill, Lord 
HartHeERcey said that in 1869 the state of the law of bank-- 
ruptcy was felt to be in a deplorable condition. The last 
Act passed previously to that year was the Act of 1861, 
which had been prepared and introduced by a man of great 
ability—the late Lord Westbury. Returns had been made 
to Parliament for the year ending October, 1869, and he 
would quote some figures from that return to show how 
much amendment in the law was required at that date. By 
the Act of 1861 a debtor was allowed to apply to the court 
for his own adjudication as a bankrupt. In the year endi 
October, 1869, of 10,000 persons who were adjudica' 
bankrupts 7,530 were made bankrupts at their own 
request. He found that in that same year dividend 
was paid in 1,695 cases, while in 7,346 cases no dividend 
whatever was paid. When their lordships bore in mind 
that in that year 7,530 ge were adjudicated bankrupts. 
at their own request, they would readily understand why 
no dividend was paid in 7,346 cases. He alluded to these 
points because he perceived that in the present Bill it was 
proposed to undo what was done in 1869, and revert to the 
system of allowing debtors to get themselves adjudicated 
benkrupts. He was not aware that his noble and learned 
friend on the woolsack had shown any good ground for # 
return to a policy that had produced such results as those 
to which he had just referred. He was aware that in 
support of the proposition his noble friend relied on the 
fact that the Controller in Bankruptcy and other gentle- 
men of great experience were favourable to it, but in the 
paper in which those gentlemen expressed their opinion 
on the subject they gave no reason for that opinion. He 
was happy to say that simultaneously with the Bankruptcy 
Act of 1869 he succeeded in passing an Act abolishing im- 
ment for debt except in case of misconduct on the 
part of the bankrapt, which misconduot might be punished: 
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by imprisonment for six weeks. The great objects in case 
‘of bankruptcy were—first, to collect the assets of the bank- 
‘gupt; next, to place them in security for the moment; 
and, lastly, to divide them honestly among the creditors. 
‘But the principle of handing over the management of such 
business as that to a court of justice appeared to him to be 
a false one. He did not see why 4 court of justice should 
be regarded as a machinery for the collection of debts. 
The punishment of a fraudulent debtor did properly come 
within the province of a court of justice. The policy of 
the Act of 1869 was to hand over to his creditors the 
management of the property of the bankrupt. The credi- 
tors were authorized to select trustees, and a penalty was 

ided in case the trustees should keep the assets in 
their hands beyond a certain stipulated time after collec- 
tion. It was urged against the Act of 1869 that the 
management of the bankrupt’s estate usually got into 
the hands of a comparatively small body of the creditors, 
and that vast sums of money had accumulated in the 
hands of trustees in bankruptcy matters. It might be 
asked, Quis custodiet custodes? He attributed the evils 
charged against the Act to those who ought to be most 
interested in the proper carrying out of a bankruptcy 
matter, the creditors themselves. The comptroller in bank- 
ruptcy in England showed that in those cases where the 
creditors had bestowed close attention to the manage- 
ment of the estate the Act had worked well, and 
the comptroller in bankruptcy in Scotland stated his 
opinion that the failnre of the Act of 1869 was due 
to creditors not taking a proper interest in the manage- 
ment of the estate, and acting by proxy. There were 
inherent difficulties in the business which he’ feared no 
legislation would cure. One was that men of business 
would not give up the time necessary for the management 
of a bankrupt estate when all they could get for it was a 
dividend, and in most cases, perhaps, a small dividend. 
The other was that men in business often had a reluctance 
to confess that they were creditors to a large amonnt of 
a bankrupt creditor. He could not help entertaining a 
strong opinion that if men did not take care of their own 
business it was no part of the duty of the Legislature to 
take care of it for them. He might call attention to the 
fact that while the total number of adjudications in bank- 
ruptcy was 10,000 in 1869, it was only 1,350 in 1870—the 
year after his Act became law. 

The Earl of Powis drew attention to clause 100, relating 
to sequestrations of ecclesiastical benefices, which he 
thought would require consideration in committee. 

The Bishop cf PETERBOROUGH expressed a hope that 
nothing would be allowed to remain in the Bill which 
might interfere with the Sequestration of Benefices Act, a 
statute the working of which had been most beneficial, 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that in respect of the se- 
questration of benefices this Bill was only a re-enactment 
word for word of the existing law. If, however, that law 
could be improved, the passing of this Bill might be a 
convenient opportunity for making the improvement, and 
he should be happy to lend his assistance to the consid- 
eration of any suggestion which the right rev. prelate 
might make or that subject. In reply to his noble and 
learned friend, he might observe that one reason for 
reverting to the provision enabling debtors to apply for 
an adjudication of bankruptcy in their own cases was that 
persons of great experience in the working of the bank- 
tuptcy laws recommended it. He quite admitted, how- 
ever, that would not be a sufficient reason if there were 
not other grounds for the provision. But be asked what 
= reason there was why an honest man who, thongh 

lined to do 80, could not pay his debts, and who con- 
fessed that he could not pay them, and who wished to 
come to the court and have his assets administered by his 
creditors, should not be able to do so? He did not see 
any reason for it. They might say that dishonest men 
who wished to get discharged from their debts might 
make application to be adjudicated bankrupts. That 
might be; but while it was good reason for the adop- 
tion of precautions against the dishonest debtor, it 
was none whatever for preventing the honest debtor from 
making ® confession of his debts and of his inability 
pat them, and having his assets administered by his 

creditors. His noble and learned friend talked of the 


inted out that while under the Act the adjudications in 

Clicater were many thousand in 1869, they fell to 1,300 
in 1870 under the Act of 1869. His noble friend might 
have gone further, and showed that in 1875 the number of 
adjudications in bankruptcy was only 965. But did it 
follow that all the many thousands of persons who, if the 
Act of 1861 were still in existence, it might be supposed 
would be applying to be adjudicated bankrupts, were now 
all paying their debts, and were not having recourse to any 
means of getting discharged from them! There could not 
be a greater mistake than to suppose anything of the kind. 
He did not know that any Bankruptcy Act would prove 
completely satisfactory ; but he did know that while the 
Bankruptcy Act of 1869 stopped the power of the debtor 
to apply to the court for his adjudication as a bankrupt— 
while it shut that door it opened another and a very much 
wider one, through which the debtor might pass by the 
form of asking for a liquidation. This system enabled him 

y means of a resolution passed by a majority of his 
creditors by the aid of a vicious system of proxies to 
get what was vulgarly called “whitewashed”’ and set 
up in the world again. This was a very much 
pleasanter plan for the dishonest debtor than that 
to which he must have had recourse previously to 
1869. Under the Act of 1861 he would have been exposed 
to the eyes of the court and the world, but now he could 
do the thing like a gentleman.’ He had only to secure a 
majority of the creditors by having the meeting of creditors 
held in an out-of-the-way part of the country, and p i 
proxies from the creditors who would not take the trouble te 
attend. In this way he might escape by the payment of 2s. 
or 3s. in the pound. Accordingly in 1875 there were only 
965 adjudications in bankruptcy; but there were no fewer 
than 6,924 liquidations. What the Government 
now was that there must be an adjudication in ; 
or if there was to be a liquidation it must be by deed, to which 
the creditors must be made strictly parties. The use of 
proxies would not be permitted, and for the liquidation there 
must be a majority of the creditors in numbers and value, 
Those creditors must have seen the deeds, so that nothing 
could be done behind the backs of the creditors. He thought 
that in other respects the Act of 1869 had been a useful one, 
but he believed that the abuses under the liquidation system 
were greater than any likely to arise under a provision allow= 
ing persons to apply for adjudication in their own cases, 
one for liquidation accompanied by such safe-guards as those 
contained in this Bill. 





Courts. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
BLoomsBurr. 
(Before G. L. Russexx, Esq., Judge.) 


Feb. 5; March 15.—Leathley v. The London and 
North- Western Railway Company. 
Liabillty of railway company for unpunctuality. 
This case, which had been adjourned at the defendants” 
request until after the decision of Le Blanche v. London and 
North-Western Railway Company, 24 W. R. 396, came on 
for hearing on the 5th February last. 
The plaintiff conducted his own case. 
Roberts (solicitor to the London and North-Western Rail- 
way Company) appeared for the defendants. 
After the law bearing on the question had bean argued at 
length, it was agreed that, in order to save the time of the 
court, the facts on both sides should be admitted. 
The learned judge stated that, on account of the importance 
of the principles involved, both to the railway companies and 
the public, he should take time to consider his judgment, 
It was arranged that the defendants’ solicitor should draw 
up the following statement of the facts, which, on its appro- 
val by the plaintiff, should be submitted to the judge. 
The plaintiff claimed 5s. for ‘‘ loss of sleep and fatigue,” 
in order to test, by the claim of this nominal sum, whether 
railway companies were not liable to pay compensation for 
discomfort not sufficiently serious to be governed by the 
case of Hobbs v. The London and South-Western Railway 





abuses which had existed under the Act of 1861, and 


Company (L, R. 10 Q. B, 111). 
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The following was the statement of facts :—This is a plaint | 


“te recover the sum of 8s. 6d. for expenses incurred by the 
intiff under the following circumstances, 5s. of which 


the plaintiff claims for compensation for loss of sleep and | 


fatigue, and 4s. for the fare paid by him for fly hire from 
Twickenham to Hampton, less 6d., which he saved by not 
having to take the train from Twickenham to Hampton. 

The defendants’ railway commences by a junction with 
the North London Railway at Camden-town, and passes 

h several stations, amongst them Hampstead-heath, to 
Willesden Junction, where it joins another railway called 
the North and South Western Junction Railway, which 
extends to near Gunnersbury, and there joins the London 
and South-Western Railway, over which the North London 
Railway Company have running powers to Richmond. 
There isa line of railway belonging to the London and 
South-Western Railway Company from Richmond to Twick- 
enham, and thence to Hampton. 

At Camden-town the London and North-Western Rail- 
way joins the North London Railway, which latter railway 
runs in an easterly direction to Bow, where it makes a 
connection with the London, Tilbury, and Southend Rail- 
way in the direction of Tilbury and Southend. Over this 
railway the defendants and the’ North London Railway 
Company have running powers to Southend (a map is: sent 
herewith showing the London and South-Western Railway 
in red, the North and South Western Junction Railway in 
red and blue, the London and North-Western Railway in 
black, the North London Railway in black and red, and the 
oy Tilbury, and Southend Railway in black, red, and 

ue). 

The North London Railway Company have arrangements 
with the London and North-Western Railway Company for 
running trains over their line to Willesden in the direction 
of Richmond, and for the convenience of the public the pas- 
sengers who take tickets at any station on the London and 
North-Western Railway are permitted to travelin trains of 
the North London Company as they may wish. 

. On Monday; the 24th of August, 1874, the plaintiff ob- 
tained a ticket at the Hampstead-heath Station in time for the 
train due thence at 10.21 p.m. for Twickenham, which train 
was due to arrive at Richmond at 10.47. 

At Richmond plaintiff must have changed into a London 
and South-Western train at 11, and would have arrived at 
Twickenham at 11.17, but the train was 28 minutes late in 
starting from Hampstead-heath Station under the circum- 
stances hereinafter appearing ; therefore the plaintiff did not 
leave Hampstead-heath until 10.48, and arrived at Richmond 
at 11.17, and at Twickenham at 11.50. 

The plaintiff was intending to travel from Twickenham by 
taking another ticket to Hampton by the London and South- 
Western Railway, by a train which would have arrived at 
Hampton at 11.29, but in consequence of the train by which 
he actually travelled being half an hour late at Twickenham, 
he was too late to catch the last train from Twickenham to 
Hampton that night, and in order to enable him to reach his 
destination he took a fly from Twickenham to Hampton, and 
claims from the defendants 3s. 6d. for such fly hire. 

The defendants justify the delay of 33 minutes between 
Hampstead-heath and Twickenham under the following 
circumstances :—It is the custom of the North London Com- 
pany to run trains from stations on the London and North- 
Western Railway between Willesden and Camden and other 
stations on their own railway to Southend and back, and 
on the 24th of August they had in fact booked passengers 
from several stations on their railway to Southend and back. 

The Southend Station is a station owned and managed by 
the London, Tilbury, and Southend Company, and the 
engine-drivers and guards in charge of the North London 
trains are under the control of the London, Tilbury, and 
Southend Company’s station-master. 

The North London train, consisting of sixteen carriages, 
from Southend, should have started from that place at 8 p.m., 
but was delayed nine minutes, in eonsequence of a great 
rush of passengers coming to the station at the last moment, 
as is usually done on occasions of heavy traffic such as this 


was. 

The train left at 8.9, and travelled over the London, 
Tilbury, and Southend line to Bow, but was considerably 
délayed between the signal-box called Lowstreet, and Bow 
Station, in consequence of its being behind time, and a train 
belonging to the London, Tilbury, and Southend Company 
being in front of it, and the signals being kept against the 


end train. 





$$$. 

The safety of the public: required the signals to 
against the North London train, which, being late in one 
was out of place on the line. 

The North London train from Southend did not arrive at 
Camden-town until 10.85. Had there been no delay to this 
train, it would have arrived at Camden-town in time to meet 
the train there by which the plaintiff would have travelled, 
and have avoided any detention to him. 

The officials at’ the Camden Station kept the Twickenham 
train, by which . the plaintiff travelled, 28 minutes waiting 
the arrival of the North London train from Southend. 

This train was the last train that night which ran over the 
London and North-Western Railway from @Camden-town to 
Willesden and Richmond, and the reason why the officials at 
Camden-town kept the Richmond train was knowing that 
several passengers were in the North London train from 
Southend, and destined for stations on the London and North. 
Western Railway and holding return tickets. 

His Honovr.—In this action, on the 24th of August, 1874, 
the plaintiff took a ticket from the Hampstead Station for the 
purpose of proceeding by a train to Hampton, which was 
timed, I believe, to reach its destination at 10.21 in the 
evening, and was running by way of Camden-town. It 
appears, however, that the North London Railway Company 
on the day in question lad issued return excursion tickets by 
a train to Southend, which was due at Hampstead at 9.21, 
in consequence of which the plaintiff’s train was delayed, 
which delay led to other delays, ‘The station-master knew 
the Southend train was coming, and consequently delayed 
the plaintiff's train 28 minutes, causing the plaintiff addi 
tional delay at Richmond, where he, under ordinary cir 
cumstances, would have caught the Hampton train. The 
plaintiff then proceeds to Twickenham, where he finds the 
last train gone, for which the plaintiff has charged 8s. The 
amount is not in dispute, as, if the company are liable at all, 
they are liable for the whole amount. I have therefore to 
see if the company are relieved from any blame—they appar- 
ently relying on the case of Le Blanche y. The London and 
North-Western Railway Company. Iam of opinion that the 
station-master voluntarily (I say voluntarily, and not wilfully) 
detained the train in order to benefit one set of passengers at 
the expense of another; and as the plaintiff was not made 
aware of this delay, I consider him entitled to recover. It is 
a fact that I have only the plaintiff’s uncorroborated state« 
ment ; still I rely upon it. Ifthe time-tables are evidence, 
am I to understand that every endeavour on this occasion has 
been made to carry their intentions out? I must say I think 
not. I think there is a general public convenience which 
ought not to be sacrificed to any special train, and I think 
the station-master at Camden-town was not justified in acting 
as he did, which conduct, in my opinion, renders the com- 
pany liable. 

Judgment for plaintiff for full amount claimed. 

The company did not ask for leave to appeal. 








Zaw Stuvents’ Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Finan EXamination, 
The following notice has been issued :— 


Incorporated Law Society U.K., 
Chancery-lane, London, March, 1877, 

Sir,—I am directed by the examiners appointed for the 
examination of persons applying to be admitted, to inform 
you that Tuesday, the 24th, and Wednesday, the 25th of 
April, 1877, are the days appointed for the examination, 
and that candidates for examination are to attend on those 
days, at mg 20 nine in the forenoon of each day, at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane,, 
London (Carey-street entrance). 

I have to remind yon that your articles of clerkship and 
assignment, if any, with answers to the questions as to 
due service, must be left with me on or before the 3rd of 
April. The certificate of your having passed the inter- 
mediate examination should be left at the same time; and 
in case your articles and questions as to service have been 
deposited here, they should be re-entered, the fee paid, 
and the answers completed on or before the 3rd of April. 
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If you apply to be examined under the 4th section of the 
Attorneys Act, 1860, you may, on application, obtain copies 
-of the further questions relating to the ten years’ service 
antecedent to the articles of clerkship; and such questions, 
duly answered, must be left with your articles, &c., on or 
before the 3rd of April.* 

Where the articles have not expired, but will expire 
efore the 22nd of May next, the candidate may be 
examined conditionally ; but the articles must be left on or 
‘before the 3rd of April, and answers up to that time. If 
part of the term has been served with a barrister, special 
pleader, or London agent, answers to the questions must 
be obtained from them as to the time served with each 
respectively. No candidate will be examined who shall 
not have complied with these conditions, or whose 
testimonials as to service or conduct shall not be satis- 
factory to the examiners. 

The examination will commence on each day at ten a.m. 

On the first day, the candidates will be required to 
answer questions classed under the several heads of—1. 
Preliminary. 2. Principles of law and procedure, in two 
‘papers, viz.—(a.) In matters as administered under the 
asual jurisdiction of the Chancery Division of the High 
Court of Justice; (b.) In matters as administered under 
the usual jurisdiction of the Queen’s Bench, Common 
Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions of the High Court of 
Justice. The answers to the preliminary questions, and 
to those contained in paper (a.), are to be brought up at 
one o’clock. The candidates may then retire for an hour. 

At two o'clock, paper (b.) will be delivered to the 
candidates. 

Tke answers to the questions contained in this paper 
are to be brought up at five o'clock. 

On the second day papers will be delivered to each 
candidate, containing questions in—3, Principles and ap- 
plication of the law of real property and conveyancing. 
4. Bankruptcy and practice of the courts. 5. Criminal 
law and proceedings before justices of the peace. 6. The 
law and practice of the Probate and Divorce Court. 

The answers to the questions contained in paper No. 3 
(‘Principles and application of the law of real property 
and conveyancing’) are to be brought up: at one o’clock. 
The candidates may then retire for an hour. 

At two o’clock papers Nos, 4, 5, and 6 will be delivered 
to the candidates. 

The answers to these papers are to be brought up at 
five o’clock. 

Each candidate is required to answer all the preliminary 
questions, and also to answer in three of the other 
branches of the examination, viz., papers (No. 2) (a.) and 
(d.), and paper No. 8 (“ Real property and conveyancing”). 

he examiners will propose questions in “ bankruptcy and 
practice of the courts,” in “criminal law and proceedings 
before the magistrates,” and on “the law and practice of 
the Probate and Divorce Court,” in -order that candidates 
who have given their attention to these subjects may have 
the advantage of answering, such questions, and the cor- 
rectness of their answers in these departments taken into 
Consideration in summing up the merit of their general 
examination.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

B. W. Witttamson, Secretary. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Frvat Examination, 

List of gentlemen who passed the final examination in 
January, 1877. 
Allen, A. S. 
Awbler, R. R. 
Badcock, E, 
Barker, A. H. 


Bray, H. J. 
Briercliffe, Robt. 
Brigham, F. J. 
Burkitt, E. 8. 
Burroughs, C. A. 
. A. Caparn, T. 

Beaumont, S., B.A, Chalcraft, G. 

Bell, E. W. Collier, J. T. de Zoete 
Braunstein, M. A. Collin, T., B.A. 


* Candidates who have already proved to the satisfaction of 
the examiners the ten years’ antecedent service are not required 
to.leave replies to the further questions again. 

Fee, examination, on articles and testimonials of service, 
15s, ;—not. to be sent in postage stamps, 








Collinge, S. Noteutt, G. J. 
Connor, W. H. Oliver, E. R. 
Cope, A. M. Paine, A. P. 
Cook, Jas. Parkes, W. 
Corsellis, H. N. Peachey, F. J. 
Cox, G. Pelly, R. 
Crampton, W. Phipson, A. 
Crosse, OC. J. E. Pideock, H. W. 
Dean, E., LL.B. Pogmore, F. H. 
Dixon, T. P. Poland, A. 

Dodd, H. Pollard, W. 
Dutton, H. Pomeroy, Jas. 
Eede, H. Pothecary, C. E. 
Edyvean, R. P. Powell, A. H. R. 
Elborne, E. N. Ramsbottom, W. H. 
Ellis, J. H. Randell, D. 
Fisher, G. A. Reed, C. W. 
Fisher, W. H. Rhodes, R. N. 
Foley, E. F. W., B.A. Richardson, E. 
Fox, G. Richardson, J. H. 
Francis, P. C. C., B.A. Robson, George 
Freeman, C. F. Salmon, H. J. 
Freeman, A. W. Serjeant, J. E. H. 
Freeth, A. H. Shadforth, Hy. 
Gibson, E. G. Shaen, W. G. 
Gidley, B. Sheldrake, W. 
Green, G. L., B.A. Shum, F. E. 
Green, R. Siddall, W. S. 
Gregory, Chas. Slater, J. A., B.A. 
Greville, E. E, Smith, A. B. 
Gunner, C. R. Smith, C. H. 
Gwatkin, A. J. C., B.A. Smith, F. C. 
Harrison, J. 


Smith, M. J. 
Hatfield, G. F. Squire, John; Traviss 
Hicks, J. C. 


Stacpoole, J. E. 
Howell, C. E. Stanton, Francis 
Hunt, F. G. Stone, Fredk. 
Hyanm, S. S. Street, John 
Jackson, F. J. Sutcliffe, William H. 
Jackson, T. A. Tucker, James A. 
Keeble, Hy. 


King, G. W. J. 
Law, A. R. 
Lawrence, John 
Lovell, E. 
McKewan, E. F. 
Magill, C. M. 
Mann, J. P., jun. 
Margetts, A. C. 
Marsden, John 
Marsh, A. H. 
Marshall, F. H. 
Marshall, H. D. 
Maskell, A, G. 
Maude, J., B.A. 
Meadows, J. C. 
Milne, A., jun. 
Milner, W. D. 
Monday, A. J. 
Montagu, S. J. 
Moore, W. T. 
Morgan, J. 
Newton, A. 
Noon, 8. B, 


Van Sommer, James, jun. 
Wade, F. C. 
Wadham, J. C., B.A. 
Walker, John 
Walker, James E. 
Waltham, G. J. 
Ward, A. T. J 
Webster, N. 

Welsh, R. 

Wharton, C. H. T. 
White, H. B. 
Whitehead, E. H. 
Williams, E. L. W. 
Williams, T. G. 
Wilson, E. J., BA. 
Witchell, E. N. 
Woodfin, R. J. 
Woodmansey, J. H. 
Woosnam, R. B., B.A. 
Worley, E. T. 
Worthington, J. L. 





Leqislatianw of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 16.—Banxrvuptcy Law. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Brgr Licences (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Irisx Pesrace. 

This Bill passed through committee, and was reported 

without amendment. 
March 19,—ExoneraTiIon or CHARGES. 

This Bill went through committee pro forma, and was 
reported, with amendments which had been inserted in 
committee, on the motion of the Loxp CHANCELLOR. 
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ConTINGENT REMAINDERS. 
This Bill also passed through committee pro forma, and 
was amended on the motion of the Lorp CHANcELLOR.—It 
was immediately reported to the House. 


Irish PEERAGE. . 
This Bill was read a third time, and passed. 
Brrr Licences (IRELAND). 
This Bill passed through committee, and was reported. 


Leeat Epucarion. 
Lord SeLBoRNE introduced two Bills with reference to 
the proposed school of law and the Inns of Court. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 15.—Supremz Court or JuDICATURE. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Marine Motiny. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Mormy Bri. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Justices’ CLERKS. 
This Bill, as amended, was considered. 


REGISTRATION OF Boroven VorTeRs. 
This Bill was passed through committee. 


Pustic Hzatru (IRe.anp). 
Sir M. Hicxs-Beacu introduced a Bill to consolidate and 
amend the Acts relating to public health in Ireland. 


March 16.—Cusroms anp InLanp Revenue (Duties on 
Orriczs AND Pensions). 
This Bill read a second time. 


Supreme Court or JuDICATURE. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Justices’ CLERKS. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Excuzequer Brits anp Bonps. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Exzctive County Boarps (IRre.anp). 
The Bill was lost on a division by 62 to 15, 
Hie Covrr or Justice (Costs). 
This Bill, as amended, passed through committee. 
March 19.—Excuzquver Brits anv Bonps. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
ConsoLipaTEeD Funp. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Postic Barus AND WasHHOUSES. 
Mr. Forsytx introduced a Bill to amend the Law re- 
lating to Baths and Washhouses. 
March 21.—Lanp Tenure (Ineanp). 


) 
Mr. Burr moved the second reading of this Bill, but on 
@ division it was negatived by 323 to 84. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


March 28, 1877. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Annuities, April, 85, 9f 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Bille, £1000, 24 perCt. 10 pm 

Ditto, £500, Do, 10 pm. 

Ditto, 2100 & £200, 10 pm, 

Bank of England Stock, — per 
Ct. (last half-year) 

Ditte for Account, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 96} 

Ditto for Account, April 6, 964 
Do. 3per Cent.Reduced, 95§ 
New 3 per Cent., 95 xd 

Do, 34 perCent., Jan, ’¥4 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. '94 
Do. 5 per Cont.; Jan.’78 
Annuities, Jan,’80 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind. Stk., 5 per Cent., July,’60,167, Enf.Pr.54 perCnt., aay,’79, 91 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents 


Ditto 4 perCent., Oct, 88, 104xd | April, 64 

Disto, ditto, Certificates — Do.bo,’ per Cent, , Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 8 | Do. Bonds,4 per Cent. £1000 
Sad Enf.Pr., 6 per C., Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





RAILWAY STOCK, 

















































Railways. Paid.|Closing Prices 
meen femmes] inne ssidhasebahisolatae, 
Stock| Bristol and Exeter 100 sak 
Stock} Caledonian 100 1244 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western .....0.00.00++ seveee| 100 106 
Stock|Great Eastern Ordinary Stock scercssssssssseeee| 100 51z 
Stock|Great Northern 100 128 
Stock} Do., A Stock* -100 129 
Stock|Great Southernand Western of Ireland ...,,.| 100 _ 
Stock|Great Western—Original 100 104 
Stock|Lancashire and Yorkshire ........000 100 138 
Stock| London, Brighton, and South Coast 100 1203 
Stock) London, Chatham, and Dover..... 100 2 
Stock|London and North-Western  ........0scoseesseee] 100 148 
Stock|London and South Western........0.csceseee eseoe| 100 1304 
Stock|Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .....s00-0) 100 74 
Stock|Metropolitan 100 1064 
Stock} Do., District 100 46 
Stock] Midland 100 129 
Stock|North British 100 98; 
Stock| North Eastern 100 155 
Stock North London 100 137 
Stock |North Staffordshire .10......ssesesseerseneesesseatee 100 67 
Stock/South Devon 100 69 
Stock| South-Eastern .! 100 128 

















* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 

SnaccE—March 17, at 5, Kensington-gardens-square, the wife 
of Thomas William Snagge, of the Middle Temple, barrister- 
at-law, ofa daughter. 

MARRIAGES, 

PootE—Risinc— March 20, at Holy Trinity Church, Clapham, 
Edmund Poole, of 21, Loughborough-road, Brixton, solicitor, 
to Jane Elizabeth, daughter of C. O. Rising, of Wandsworth. 

TaYLoR—WuitTe—Feb. 10, at Great Harrowden, Northampton- 
shire, Robert Taylor, of Brockley, Kent, solicitor, to Eliza-- 
beth Minchin, daughter of Richard White, formerly of Ports- 
mouth, surgeon. 

DEATHS. P 

Ciark—March 17, at Myrtle cottage, Stanstead-lane, Catford 
Bridge, Thomas James Clark, Q.C., aged 55. 

Daceett—March 17, at Victoria-square, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Eliza Anne, the wife of William Daggett, solicitor, aged 49. 

Hewitt—March 9, at Station-hill, Wigton, Cumberland, 
Thomas Sidney Hewitt, solicitor, late of Tokenhouse-yard, 
London, aged 83. 

KeEnrick—March 17, at Margate, after a long and painful ill. 
ness, George Kenrick, of Old Burlington-street, and King- 
street, Cheapside, aged 36. 

Norton—March 15, William Norton, of the Middle Temple, 
barrister-at-law, aged 31. 

TayLoR—March + Mae Gaskell Taylor, of St. Helens, 


? 





a 
—- 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
TuxspaY, March 20, 1877. 


Beasley, Thomas, and Hehry Samuel Oppenheim, St Helens and 
Widnes, Lancashire, Solicitors. March 14 

Donnithorne, Nicholas, and Cornelius Vincent Webster Neale, Fare- 
ham and Gosport, Hants, Solicitors. March 14 

Woodrooffe, George Thomas, and Joseph Plaskitt, 1, New sq, Lincoln’s 
inn, Middlesex, Solicitcrs. Feb 28 

Wright, William James, Samuel Septimus Mossop, and Richard Peele 
Mossop, Loag Sutton and Holbeach, Lincoln, Solicitors. March 10 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faway, March 16, 1877, 
UNLIMITED In Cuancery. 


South of France Pottery Works Syndicate.—Patition for winding up, 
——- March 16, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on 
ch 24. Kisch and Oo, Chancery lane, solicitors for the petitioners 


LiMiTED 1n Caancery. 


Merrocks and Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
March 15, directed to be heard before the M.R. on March 24. 
Bailey, Tokenhouse yard, solicitor for the petitioner 

Middlesex Fire Office, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order dated 
March 13, appointed Edward Moore, Crosby eq, and Henry Horn 
Patey, London wall, to be provisionally official liquidators 

Mostyn Silver Lead and Blende Company, Limited,--The M.R. has, A 


an order dated Feb 1, appointed Flaxman Haydon, Bi 





within, to be offielal liquidator 
Patent Da oy 


vit and Boat Detaching Company, Limited.—Petition for 





March 24, 1877. 
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winding up, 
Bacon on 


presented March 15, directed to be heard before V.C, 
h 24. Tillyard, King st, Cheapside, solicitor for the 


titioner 

paliway Accident Mutual Assurance Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented March 15, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
on March 24. Lewis and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners 

Tumacacori Mining and Land Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented March 14, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on 
March 24. Baker, John st, Bedford row, solicitor for the petitioner 

West London Tramways Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 28, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to William Fountain Woods, 
Markham sq, Chelsea. Wednesday, April 11, at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


STANNABIES OF CORNWALL. 


New Consols Silver and Arsenic Works, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented March 13, directed to be heard before the Vice Warden, 
at the Law Institution, Chancery Jane, on Monday, March 26, at 12. 
Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing in opposition to the peti- 
tion must be filed at the registrar’s office, Truro, on or b2fore March 
22, and notice thereof must at the same time be given to the peti- 
tioner, his solicitors, or their agents. Hodge and Co, Truro, agents 
tor Flux and Co, East India avenue, solicitors for the petitioner 

Saint Blazey Minerals Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented March 9, directed to be heard before the Vice Wardea, at 
the Law Institution, Chancery lane, on March 24, at 3. Affidavits 
intended to be used at the hearing in opposition to the petition must 
be fileé at the registrar’s office, Truro, on or befors Wednesday, 
March 21, and notice thereof must at the same time be given to the 
petitioner, his solicitor, or his{agents. Carlyon and Son, Truro, 
agents for Shakespeare, Oldbury, solicitor for the petitioner 


Toxspay, March 20, 1877. 
Lratrep 1n CHAancery. 

Boothwood Paper Mill Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated March 10, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Raven and Co, Queen Victoria st, agents for Hindle, 
Darwen, solicitor for the petitioner 

Railway Accident Mutual Assurance Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented March 13, directed to be heard before V.C. 
= on April 13, Carr and Co, Basinghall st, solicitors for the peti- 

‘ioner 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, March 9, 1877. 

Busk, Wadsworth Dawson, Ascot plac, Berks, Esq. 
v Busk, M.R. Robins, fokenhouse yard 

4arpenter, Mary, Wimbledon, Surrey. April 4. Robinson v Sanderson, 
M.R. Holmes, Threadneedle st 

Duguid, Thomas, Liverpool, General Merchant. April6. Duguid v 
Daguid, M.R. Newton, Liverpool 

Elden, Robert, Brixton, Surrey, Licens2d Victualler. April 12. Green- 
ing v Elden, M.R. Foster, Brunswick sq 

Folkard, George, Colchester, Essex, Farmer. 
Page, V.C. Bacon. Middleton, Colch 

Gladstone, Robert, Manchester, Merchant. April 14. 
Gladstone, V.C. Malins. Slater, Manchester 

Lewis, George, Gilfachmain Isha, Glamorgan, Farmer. 
Lewis v Lewis, V.C. Malins. James, Merthyr Tydfil 

Newnham, Richard, Brighton, Surgeon. March 28. Amoore v Elms- 
lie, V.C. Hall. Emslie and Co, Leadenhall st 

Spencer, George, Walkeringham Grange, Nottingham, Farmer. 
March 31. Little v Simmonite, V.C, Hall. Willis, Rotherham 

Thomas, Frances, Sithney, Cornwall. April 6. Williams v Bolitho, 
M.R. Tyacke, Helston 

‘Thompson, Corden, Sheffield, Doctor of Medicine. March 22. Thomp - 
son v Bampfy-de, V.C. Bacon. Harris, Leicester 


TcespaY, March 13, 1877. 


Cooper, Frederick Carter, Sherwood Rise, Nottingham 3 
16. Towle v Lambert, V.C. Hal. Enfield, ae _ 
Hulbert, William, Upper Porchester st, Paddington, Gent. April 10. 
Manners v Russell, V.C. Hail. Croone, Gracechurch st : 
May, Rev John, Hanwell, Middlesex, Chaplain Lunatic Asylum. April 
20, May v May,M.R. Sherwooi, King William st, Strand 
Wheeler, George Humphrev, Berrington, Worcester, Farmer, 
10, Rocke v Wheeler, V.C, Malins. Preston, Tenbury 


Fripay, March 16, 1877, 


Gilbert, William, jun, Tipton, Stafford, Manufacturer. 
Gilbert v Cooksey, V.C. Hall, Caddick, West Bromwich 


TursDay, March 20, 1877, 


Brown, Joseph, Liverpool, Brewer. April 16. 
Pi my of oo ool o 
jay wood (formerly Haton), Charles, Tha Lea, nr Newport, Salop, Esq. 
pril19. Liberty v Haywood, V.O. Hall. Bennett and Co, Now ~ 
Lockhart, William Edward I 
rt, iam Edwa ves, Brixton rd,Gent. Aprill9. Jo 
v Lockhart, V.C. Hall, Millman, Southampton buildings, Chancery 


lane 
Pahud, Jeane Ursula, Park rd, Haverstock hill. 
SC ae 
Rippin, chard Marton, Oxford, Farmer. April 19. iil 
hho om ong ieires Aavinid Grameen Anal 20. Park v 
Park, V.C. Malins. Bartlett, Bloomsbury : 
Johanna, Denmark st, Soho, April i V.C. Hall.—Noxt of 


April9. Busk 


April 10. Folkard y 





Gladstons v 


Apv-il 12. 


April 


April 16, 


Kitchen v Clarkson, 





Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 365. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, March 9, 1877. 


Allan, John Charles, Engleburgh House, Upper Clapton, Paper 
Stainer. June 10. Ashley and Tee, Frederick's place, Old Jewry 
Bennett, Thomas, Foxton Hall, Northumberland, Gent. April 16. 

Hindmarsh, Alnwick 
Bolus, William, Witherley, Leicester, 


Birmingham 
hire, Innkeeper. April 2. Artindale 


Booth, James, Barnley, La 
and Artindale, Burnley 

Bosvile, Thomas Busvile, Ravenfield park, York, Esq. May 1. Collyer- 
Bristow and Co, Bedford row 

Bovet, Charles, Carleton rd, Tufnell park, Gent. April 10. Baylis 
and Co, Church court chambers, Old Jewry 

Bridge, Mary Aun, Weymouth, Dorset. Aprii 30. Sparks. Crewkerne 

Bullock, Charles, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Gent, May 1. 
Parker and Son, High Wycombe 

Cohen, Philip, Heigham, Norwich, Foreign Fruit Merchant. April 20. 
Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 

Coomb, Samuel, Upton-upon-Severn, Worcester, Hay Dealer. April 
9. Coventry, Upton-vpon-Severn : 

Cooper, Henry, Surbiton, Surrey, Collector H.M.’s Customs. April 7. 
Cole and Jackson, Essex st, Strand 

Crompton, William, Macclesfield, Cneshire, Retired Millman. April 20, 
Heane, Newport, Sa!op 

Day, James, Birmingham, Wine Merchant. April 16. Tyndall and 
Tyndall, Birmingham 

De Windt, George Tucker Scaham, Earl’s Croome court, Worcester, 

Esq. April9. Coventry, Upton-upon-Severn 

Ellis, John, Eastington, Worcester, Farmer. April 9. Coventry, 
Upton-upon-Severn 

Field, Hamilton, Upper Thames st, Wharfinger. March 31. Hopgood, 
Whitehall place 

Fipley, Joshua, Manchester, Boot Maker. April 20. Hall and Co, 
Manchester 

Forster, George, Weatherall, Cumberland, Innkeeper. March 232. 
Wannop, Carlisle 

Fox, Benjamin, Fann st, Type Founder. May 14. Meadows, Bond 
court chambers, Walbrook 

Gilliat, ae Birkenhead, Cheshire, Gent. 
Liv 

Grey, George, Grappevhall, Cheshire, Barrister-at-Law. 
Hardisty and Rhodes, Great Marlborough st 

Halford, William Smith, Upton-upon-Severn, Worcester, Builder. 
April 9. Coventry, Upton-upon-Severn 

Harmsworth, Charles, Victoria terrace, Portland town rd, Builder. 
May 7. Allen ané Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

Harmswor}h, Hannah, Eaton terrace, Cirousrd. May 7. Allen and 
Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

Jones, Letty, New Northwick, Worcester.. April 9, Coventry, 

April 21. Peckham 


Farmer. ‘June 30. Fowke, 





May 9. Garnett and Co, 
May 1. 


Upton-upon-Severa 

Keasley, Thomas, High rd, Tottenham, Gent. 
and Oo, Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 

Larkin, John, St Martin’s-le-Grand, Gent. April 3. De Jersey and 
Co, Gresham st west 

Matthewson, Samuel, Linsey st, Bermondsey, Blacksmith. March 21. 
Peddeli, Guildhall chao bers, Basinghall st 

Mitchell, Thomas Davis, Harcourt buildings, Inner Temple, Barrister- 
at-Law. April8. Sharp and Ullithorne, Field court, Gray's ina 

Muriel, William, Ely, Cambridge, Commander R.N. May 21. Moor, 
Woodbridge 

Palk, Wilmot Henry, St George’s rd, Pimlico, Esq. April 30, 
Austen and Co, Raymond buildings, Gray’s ian 

Skinner, William, East Coatham, Redcar, York, Esq. May 1. 
Collyer-Bristow and Co, Bedfurd row 

Stockings, Mark, Norwich, Butcher. Junel. Day, Norwich 

Strange, Henry, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. May 1. Hardisty and 
Rhodes, Great Mar|borough st 

Thurburn, Hugh, Westbourne terrace, Hyde park, Esq. April 30, 
Paine and Co, Gresham House 

Townshend, Most Hon Elizabeth Jane Dowager Marchioness, Queen 
Anne st, Cavendish sq. April 15, Farrer and Co, Lincolo’s ian 


fields 
Wain, William, Brooklands, Cheshire, Gent. April6. Bond and Son, 


Manchester 

Weaver, Henry, Upton-upon-Severn, Worcester, Tallow Chandler. 
April 9. Coventry, Upton-upon-Severn 

White, Henry, New Oavendish st, Portiand place, Builder. May 7. 
Ivimey, Staple inn, Holborn 

Whitehurst, Elizabeth, Bollington, Cheshire. Muy 1, Brocklehurst 
and Co, Macclesfield 

Whitfield, William, Upper Thames st, Merchant. May 1. Russell and 
Co, Old Jewry chambers 


Turspay, March 13, 1877. 


Bagnall, Rev Samuel, Weston, Cheshire. May 1. Davies and Brook, 
Warrington 

Birch, William Falkner, Middle row, Knightsbridge, Undertaker. 
April 28. Day, Queen st, Mayfair 

Blessley, William, Ssuthsea, Hants, Gent. April 18. Blake, Portees 

Brandt, Francis Frederick, Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. April 
Whyte and Co, Bedford row 

Bray, Elizabeth, Fulneck, York. June 8. Gould and Sons, Leeds 

Brook, Thomas William, Maidstone, Kent, Seed Crusher. May 1. 
Stennings, Maidstone 

Burch, Isaac, Exmouth, Devon, Esq. March 23, Adams, Exmouth 

Burley, James, Brereton, Stafford, Gent, April’. Slater and Mar- 
shall, Darlaston 

Callander, Mary Frederica Burn, Ebury st. April 20, Leman and 
Co, Lincoln's ina fields 

Carr, Rosetta Anne, Harley Rectory, Salop, April 25, Palin and Co, 
Shrewsbury 

Collins, James, G ich, Mess Contractor, April 18, Blake, Port- 
BOK 
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Cooper, John, Compstall, Derby, Provision Dealer. May 22. Best, 
Manchester 
= Portman sq. April 24.. Prior and Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Dewar, Thomas Eaton, Gateshead Low Fell, Durham, Gent. April 18. 
Watson, Bonroestio-spen-aree 

Ensor, Thomas, Amington, Warwick, Farmer. April1l4. Argyle and 
Sons, Tamworth 

Francis, Hester Aon, Rutland st, Regent’s park. April 10. Foord, 
Berners’ Hall, Old Broad st 

Gray, William, ‘Courteenhall, Northampton, Gent. May 1. Wyman, 
Peterborough 

Grazebrook, George, Stourbridge, Worcester,Gent. April6. Hughes, 
Worcester 

Hairby, Rey John, Barnard Castle, Durham. April 30. Wingate, 
Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 

Hill, — Bury, Lancashire, Commission Agent. April 14, Young, 


Hobson, Eliza Ann, Stoke Dameral, Devon. May 14. Whiteford and 
Bennett, Plymouth 

Hunt, Henry, Hobury st, Chelsea, Gent, April 30. Blachford andCo, 
College hill, Cannon st 

Hunt, Mary, Avenue rd, Acton. April 30. Blachford and Co, 
College hill, Cannon st 

Marshall, William, Darlaston, Stafford, Gent. April 2. Slater and 
Marshall, Darlaston 

Meacher, Charles Robert, Watford, Hertford. April$0. Tilleard and 
Co, old Jewry 

Moss, William Mitchell, King William st, Seed Merchant. May 1. 
Postans and Landon, South sq, Gray’s ina 

Newby, Eliza, Cambridge. May 1. Barlow and Co, Cambridge 

Noble, William, Belgrave, Leicester, Gent. April 21. Serene, 
Leicester 

Oliver, Edward James, Walworth rd. May 14. Mote, Walbreok 

Ongley, Right Hon Robert Henley, Ongley, Baron Bushey Lodge, 
Teddington. Aprill6. Turners, Sackville st 

— Richard, Shrewsbury, Gent. May 25. Palin and Co, Shrews- 

Pratt, "nee Ba Hartlepool, Durham, Yeoman. April 8. Todd, 

artlepoo 

Ryder, Rev Henry pathy, Lichfield, Stafford. May 1. Davidsons and 
Burch, Spring gardens 

Scott, Abraham Charles, Ely place, Goldsmith. May 31. Jupp, Car- 
penters’ Hall, London wail 
Smith, Edward Jeremiah, Teddington, Middlesex, Gent, May 22. 
Flavell and Bowman, Bedford row 

Btobo, Sarah, Union st, Somers town. May 1. Tatham and Sons, 
Staple inn 

Styles, Thomas, Lamberhurst, Sussex. April9. Hinds, Goadhurst 

Taylor, John, Havering, Essex, Licensed Victualler. April i7. Hille- 
arys and Taylor, Fenchurch buildings 

Thompson, Richard, Sc Helens, Lancashire, Chemist, April 14. 
Riley, St Helens 

Tinsley, James, Sutton, Lancashire, Farmer. April 14. Riley, St 


lens 
Unwin, "Hana, Wolstanton, Stafford. March 25. Turner, Newcastle- 
upon-Tym 
Wolff, Ernest George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Esq. May 1. Lightfoot 
and Oo, Hall 
Wood, Thomas, Carlisle. May 1. Donald, Carlisle 


Bankrapts. 
Fripay, March 16, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bentley,G H A__ , Ryder st, St James’, no occupation. Pet 
March 15. Murray. March 28 at 12.30 
a Charles, Gracechurch st, Pet March 9. Murray. March 
at 12 
McKensey, Roland, and William Tytherleigh, Hatton garden, Elect ro 
Plate te Manufactarers. Pet March 15. Murray. March 28 at 1 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Austin, John, Aylesford, Kent, Rarge Builder. Pet March 13. Scuda- 
more. Maidstone, March 27 at 11 
Josephs, Joseph, ‘Battersea park rd, Clothier. Pet March 13, 
illoughby. Wandsworth, March 27 at il 
King, Joseph Farrar, Bradford, Italian Cloth Merchant. Pet March 
13, Robinson. Bradford, April 6 at 9 
Miles, Joseph, Salisbury, Wilts, Innkeeper, Pet March 12. Wilson. 
Salisbury, March 29 at 12 
Procter, Elisha, Wendover, Buckingham, cena, Pet March 14, 
Watson, jun. Aylesbury, March 29 at | 
, Thomas, Mansfield, Nottingham, Toluee. Pet March 13. Speed. 
a Nattingham, April 16 at 3 
Stephenson, William Henry, Rawtenstall, Lancashire, : erharne 
Wales, Pet March 14, Bolton. Blackburn, March 28 at 1 
Lee grey Ob York, Bootmaker. Pet March 13. Rob- 


Wastington, rates Goacew, Commission Agent. Pet March 12. 
Lister. Manchester, April 9 at 10. 30 
Toxspay, March 20, 1877, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Revner, Ralph, Canonbury park north, no occupation, Pet March |. 
Pepys. April 10 atll 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Attwood, Richard. Paulerspury, Northampton, Coal Dealer. Pet March 
17. Dennis. Sethneion "April 6 at 12 





Carruthers, James Edward, We Ty Pegattece Dealer. Pat March March 
15. Bellringer. Liverpool, April 5 at 

Curran, James, Melcomle Regis, ae Ass occupation. Pet March 17, 
Symonds. Dorchester, April 4 at 

Longley, John, Peterborough, Builder. Pet March 15. Gaches 
Peterborough, March 31 at {1 » 
Smethurst, John, Oldham, te Proprietor. Pet March 17. Twee- 
dale. Oldham, April 4 at | 

Stevens, James, Cl “re common, Auctioneer. Pet Feb 6. Willoughby, 
Wandsworth, April 6 at 1! 

Thorpe, Edward Coverley, Tinwel!l, Rutland, Farmer. Pot March 17, 
Gaches. Peterborough, March Bl at 2 

Wintringham, Henry, Iver, oe Civil Engineer. Pet March 
17. Darvili. Windsor, April 7 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Marchj16, 1877. 
Padgett, John, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. March 7 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fray, March 16, 1877. 


Acutt, William, Wolverhampton, Dealer in Sewing Machines. March 
28 at 11 at offices of Underhill, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 
Adams, James, Smethwick, Stafford, Iron Turner, March 29 at 10.30 
at offices of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Alexander, William, Bristol, Drapers’ Porter. March 24 at 12 at offices 
of Andrews, Nicholas st, Bristo!, Price, Bristol 
Arkell, Frederick, Manchester, Beer Dealer. March 29 at 8 at the 
Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Ward, Manchester 
Armstrong, Thomas, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, March 30 at 2 at 
offices of Crozier and Lumb, Moorfields, Liverpool 
Armstrong, Willian, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Fishmonger. 
March 29 at 10.80 at the Bell Inn, Leighton Buzzard. Shepherd and 
Ewen, Luton 
Arnold, Richard, Sutherland sq, Walworth, Builder. March 27 at 2 ag 
offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 
Arrowsmith, James, Darlington, Durham, Auctioneer. March 31 at 
10 at offices of Wilkes, Albion chambers, Northgate, Darlington 
Bailey, Joseph, Little Bolton, Earthenware Dealer. March 27 at3 at 
offices of Ramwell and Pennington, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Baker, William, Portsea, Hants, Grocer, March 28 at 12 at 145, Cheap. 
side. Blake, Portsea 
Barrios, Charles Peéro Eliot, Cambridge, Publican. March 28 at 11 at 
offices of Ellison and Burrows, Alexander st, Cambridge 
Batten, Abraham, Anson rd, Holloway, Commission ‘Age. April 9 at 
2 at offices of Blachford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 
Bebb, Jeremiah, Bath, Ironmonger. March 31 at 2.30 at 5, Weatgate 
buildings, Bath. Wilton 7 
Bister, William, Round’s green, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, 
March 28 at 2 at offices of Cheston, Moor st, Birmingham 
Blyton, Charles, Thornton Moor, Lincoln, Builder. March 29 at 12 at 
the Corn Exchange Hall, Horncastle. Tweed, Horncastle 
Bowen, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. March 28 at 3 at offices of 
Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Broome, Charles, Maidenhead, Coal Merchant. March 28 at 12 at offices 
of Beale and Martin, London st, Reading 
Buller, Wentworth William, Chapple, Deven, Potter. March 28 at il 
at the Craven Hotel, Craven st. Ford, Exeter 
Campion, Andrew, Burton-on-Trent, Publican, April 4at 11 atthe 
— Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent, Taylor, Burton-on- 


Tre 

Gini. ian, Wivenhoe, Essex, Baker. April 3 at 12 at the Grosvenor 
Hotel, High st, Wivenhoe. Prior 

Chester, Tuomas, Sneinton, Nottingham, Tailor. March 31 at 3 at 
offices of Lees. jan, Middie pavement, Nottingham 

Clarke, Robert, Hinckley, Leicester, Farmer. March 31 at 12 at offices 
of Preston, Church st, Hinckley 

Cruikshank, George, jun, Suttoa place, Mare st, Hackney, Artist. 
April 10 at 3 at offices of Lewis and Lewis, Ely place, Holborn 

Davies, Adolphus Richard Drewitt, Swansea, Ironfounder. March 26 
at 2 at offices of Glasco dine, Fisher st, Swansea 

Davies, Mary, Rose, Cornwall, Grocer. March 28 at 12 at offices of 
Paull, Qaay st, Truro 

Dixon, Matthew, Newcastle-upon- Tyne, Confectioner. Mareh 23 at 3 
at offices of Harle, Akenside hill, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Dooley, Samuel, Wiinecote, Warwick, Beerhouse Keeper. April 6 at 
Ne sod at the Albert Hotel, Albert rd; Tamworth. Taylor, Burton-on- 


Duflll, * william, Great Yarmouth, Confectioner. April 4 at 12 atoffices 
of Diver, King st, Great Yarmouth 
Durden, Harry Richard Shenton, Birmingham, Eating House Keeper. 
March 23 at 10.15 at offices of Eust, Eldon chambers, Cherry sty, 
Birmingham 
Dyer, Joon, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Butcher. March 28 at 3 at offices of 
Paul!, Quay st, Truro 
Eva, Thomas, Helston, Cornwall, Builder. March 29 at 12 at offices of 
Grylls and Co, Helston 
Evans, John, and Edward Evans, Wolverhampton, Boot Dealers* 
oo 24 at 12 at offices of Stratton and Rudiand, Queen st, Wolver- 
ampton 
Ewbark, Jonathan, Preston, Furniture Broker. March 29 at 3at offices 
of Ambier, Cannon st, Preston 
Franklin, James, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, March 28 at 2 at 
offices of Crozier and Lumb, Moorfields, Liverpool 
French, Frederick William, Painswick, Gloucester, Miller. April 3 at 
11 at the Bell Hotel, Gloucester. Heelas, Stroud 
Galliford, John Edward, Manchester, Auctioneer, April 5 at 3.at offices 
of Sale and Go, Booth st, Manchester 
Gaynor, John, Burnley, Draper. March 26 at 11 at the Star Hotel, 
King st, Manchester. Robi and R Skipton 
Gill, James, Birstal, York, Blacksmith. April 5 at 3 at offices of Shaw, 
Bond at, ere og + 
Goodall, Joseph Mousley, Coton-in-the-Elms, Derby, by sen, ee Le 








. George, Heckmondwike, Y: Cab Proprietor. Pet March 
15, Nelson. Dewsbury, April thy ed 





29 atlattbe George Hotel, High st, Burton-on- 
Birmingham 
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Griffiths, Phillip, Penarth, Glemorgan, Publican. March 22 at 1} at 
offices of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 
Gunn, John, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Fishmonger. April 9 at 
12 at offices of Fraser, Wheelergate, Nottingham 
Haynes, Walter, and Henry Haynes, Bristol, Chainmakers. March 24) 
at 11 at offices of Meeres, Small st court, Bristol 
Hayward, Joseph, Winchester, Tailor. March 29 at. 1 at offices of Ed- 
monds and Co, Jewry st, Winchester. Guy, Southampton 
Hone, Henry, Adderbury East, Oxford, Horse Dealer. March 31 at 11 
at offices of Crosby, Bridge st, Banbury 
Howarth, Abraham, and David Howarth, Salford, Master Bricklayers. 
March 28 at 3 at offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 
Hutchinson, John, Felling, Durham, Tailor. March 26 at 11 at offices 
of Harle and Co, Aken:ide hill, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Jakes, Charlee, Maresfield, Sussex, Harness Maker. March 31 at 11! at 
the Bear Hotel, Cliffe, Lewes. Hillman 
James, Evan, Swansea, General Dealer. 
Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 
Johnson, Peter, Swansea, Bootmaker. March 29 at 3 at offices of Wood- 
ward, Wind st, Swansea 
Jarvis, William, Bury st, Bloomsbury, House Decorator. April 4 at 4 
at offices of Broads and Co, Walbrook. Roberts and Barlow, 
Leadenhall st 
Jary, Eldred, Brushfield st, Bishopsgate, Manager to a Baker. April 
9 at 12 at offices of Vann, Worship st, Finsbury 
Johnson, William Frederick, Salford, Boot Dealer. 
offices of Whitehead, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Kelley, Thomas, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper. March 23 at 11 at 39, 
Manor row, Bradford 
Key, Thomas, Upper Hayton, Salop, Butcher. April 4 at 12 at the 
Feather Hotel, Ludlow. Anderson and Davies 
Kirkhouse, Henry, Glynogur, Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietor. March 
29 at 2 at the Mackworth Arms Hotel, Neath. Stockwood, jun 
Lane, George, Bourne End, Buckingham, Carpenter. April5 at 3 at 
offices of Batting, High st, Great Marlow 
Learoyd, John, Halifax, Cotton Spinner, March 29 at 11 at offices of 
Jubb, Harrison st, Halifax 
Lebianc, Alexander, High Holborn, Passe Partout Manufacturer. 
April 4 at 12 at 31, Great James st, Bedford row. Smith 
Liddell, Isaac Birkett, New Brompton, Kent, Engineer R.N. March 
31 at 1 at the Mitre Hotel, High st, Chatham. Wymond, Chatham 
Lobel, Joseph Hyam, Sheffield, Auctioneer. March 27 at 3 at offices 
of Turner, Queen st, Sheffield 
Lusty, Thomas, Bath, Greengrocer. March 28 at 12 at 5, Westgate 
buildings, Bath. Wilton 
Moore, John, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Joiner. March 31 at 1 at offices: of 
Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Mardell, Richard, 8t Albans, Hertford, Carter. March 27 at 3.30 at 
offices of Annesley, Verulam st, St Alban’s 
Maude, Samuel Wesley, Knottingley, York, Druggist. March 29 at 3 
at the Crown and Anchor Inn, Pontefract. Fearnside 
Nayler, John, and Allen Whiting, Godfrey’s court, Milk st, Cheapside, 
ufacturers, March 28 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Sawbridge 
Palmer, George Britain, King st, Hammersmith, Lead Merchant. 
April 4 at 2 at offices of Halse and Co, Cheapside 
Palmers, Samuel, ,Watford, Herts, no occupation. 
at offices of Buchanan and Rogers, Basinghall st 
Parsons, Ann, and Walter Owen Parsons, Ironmonger lane, Tailors. 
March 27 at 3 at offices of Noton, Great Swan alley, Moorgate st 
Pearcy, John, Coventry, Costermonger. March 29 at 11 at olfices of 
Neale, Hay lane, Coventry 
Pentland, Thomas, Crook, Durham, Tailor. March 28 at 2 at offices of 
Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Price, David, Swansea, Glamorgan, Builder. March 28 at 3 at offices 
of Thomas, York place, Swansea 
Proud, John, Lanchester, Durham, Draper. March 28 at 1 at offices 
of Wilson, Featherstone chambers, Collingwood st, Newcastie-upon- 


March 27 at 3 at offices of 


April 3 at 11 at 


March 26 at 3 


Tyne 

Quelch, Francis, Liverpool, Solicitor. March 28 at 12 at offices of 
Carruthers, Clayton st, Liverpool 

Richards, James, Bristol, Shoemaker. March 24 at 12 at offices of 
Meeres, Small st court, Bristol 

Rollason, David, and Benjamin Rollason, Bradley, Stafford, Wine 
Manufacturers, March 31 at 12 at the Great Western Hotel, 
Monmouth st, Birmingham. Fellows, Bilstoa 

Sargent, William John, Scuthampton, Grocer. March 28 at 1 at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st, Coxwell and Co, Southampton 

Saunders, Frederick, Great Winchester st, Merchant. April 4 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Neal, Old Broad st 

Sayer, William Henry, Ipswich, Suffolk, Grocer, Avril 7 at 10.30 at 
offices of Mills, Elm st, Ipswich 

Sephton, James, St Helens, Lancashire, Grocer, April 3 at 3 at offices 
. — Commerce court, Harrington st, Liverpool. Massey, St 

elens 

Simpson, Frederick, Arundel, Sussex, Brower’s Assistant. March 28 
at 4 at the Norfolk Hotel, Arundel. Goodman, Brighton 

Singleton, Hugh, Fleetwood, Lancashire, Shipwright. March 29 at 3 
at the Royal Hotel, Duck st, Fleetwood. Forshaw, Preston 

Smith, Frederick, Royland Common, York, Draper. March 29 at 3 at 
offices of Cutts and Co, Low pavement, Chesterfield 

Smith, John, Handsworth, Stafford, Grocer. April 4 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Smith, Mary Jane, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Milliner, March 29 at 
3.30 at the Argyle Hotel, High st, Stockton-on-Tees. Peacock, 
Middlesborough 


Turner, Francis, Newport, Mon, Grocer. March 29 at 12 at offices of 
Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Williams and Co, Newport 

Walton, Thomas, Middlesborough, York, Common Oarrier. March 27 
at 2 at offices of Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Watts, George William, Taunton, Somerset, Wine Dealer, April 3 at 
11 at offices of Trenchard, Registry place, Taunton 

Whiteley, Charles Fletcher, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shipsmith. Mareh 
= - 11 at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon- 

u 

Whitling, Rev Robert Charles {Stovis, Otterford, Somerset. April 
3 at 2 at offices of Trenchard, Registry place, Taunton 

Williams, Charles, Tynywern, Cardigan, Mining Agent. March 23 a 
12 at the Great Northern Hotel, Leeds. Thomas, Aberystwith 


Tugrspay, March 20, 1877. 

Allan, Robert, Salford, Lancashire, Tailor. April 3 at 11 at offices o 
Addleshaw aad Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Andrews, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Coke Dealer. April 6 at 3 
at offices of Willcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolverhampton 

Andrews, John William, Wethersfield, Essex, General Shop Keeper. 
April 5 at 11 at the Horn Hotel, Braintree. Cunnington 

Anger, Richard, Queen st, Brompton rd, Fishmonger. April 4 at 12 
at offices of Jarvis and Triseott, Chancery lane 

Apps, William Phipps, High Holborn, Tatior. April 4 at 2 at officesof 
Reed and Lovell, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Atkinson, James; Bradford, Fruiterer. April 4 at 10 at offices of Peel 
and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford 

Banaster, George Howbeach, King’s Norton, Worcester, Commission 
Agent. April 6 at 12 at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple at, 
Birmingham 

Barry, Ann, Huddersfield, York. April 4 at4 at offices of Barker and 


Sons, Estate buildings, Huddersfield 

Batchelor, John, Abbott’s Ann, Hants, Miller. April 6 at 11 at the 
Star Hotel, Andover. Pain and Clarke, Whitcharch 

Bawentt, Eliza, Burton Dassett, Warwick, Farmer. April 4 at 11 at 
offices of Newsam and Chadwick, Old sq, Warwick 

Bedford, Joseph, Halifax, York, Waste Dealer. April 4 at 11 at offices 
of Longbottom, Northgate chambers, Halifax 

Bradirg, Jam-s, Newport, Isle of Wight, Photographer. April 4 at 11 
at offices of Joyce, Sea st, Newport 

Broome, Lizzie, Hanley, Stafford, Boot Dealer. March 29 at Il‘at 
offiees of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 

Brune, Ernest Jacob, Eden st, Hampstead rd, Engineer. April 3at 3 
at offices of Thomas, Cheapside 

Burnett; William, Halifax, York, Contractor. April}5 at 10 at offices 
of Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Caulder, Giles, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, Greengrocer. April 5 
at 2 at offices of Buckland, Brook st, Kingstoa-wpon-Thames 

Chillingsworth, Thomas, Worcester, Fruiterer, April 2 at 3 at offices 
of Pitt, The Avenue, Cross, Worcester 

Clarke, Richard, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Engineer’s Clerk. 
April 4 at 3 at offices of Bass and Jennings, Bridge st, Barton-upon- 
Trent 

Coldrey, Thomas, Holloway rd, Oilman. April 3 at 3 at offices of 
Pearce and Son, Giltspur st 

Cordon, Isaac, Ilkeston, Derby, Frame Maker. April 3 at 12 at offices 
of Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, St Peter's g:ie, Nottingham 

Crisp, William, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Tailor. Murch 31 at 12 at 
Northfield House, North place, Cheltenham. Potter 

Cullen, Louisa, and William Cullen, Great Malvern, Worcester, Hair 
Dressers. April 5 at 11 at offices of Hill, Pierpoiot st, Worcester 

Cumming, John Henderson, Cheapside, Mantle Manufactarer. April 
3 at 1 at offices of Mardon and Co, Moorgate st. Philp, Budge row, 
Cannon st 

Day, Thomas, Llangibby, Monmouth, Innkeeper. April 3 at 1.30 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Gardner, Usk 

Dickinson, Alfred, Hunsdon, Hertford, Carpenter. April 3 at 3 at 
otfces of Banks, Coleman st 

Danlop, John, Union court, Old Broad st, Wine Auctioneer. April 3 
at 3 at offices of Aird, Eastcheap 

Eglington, George, Sedgley, Stafford, Ironmaster. Aoril5 at 12at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Whateley and Co, Birmingham 

Fenn, Joseph William, Junction rd, Holloway, Journeyman Tailor. 
March 29 at 3 at offices of Haigh, jun, King st, Cheapside 

Firth, James, Spout-in-Rastrick, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer, 
April 5 at 3 at the George Hovel, Huddersfield, Ramsdsn and Sykes, 
Huddersfield 

Fletcher, William, Bolton, Lancashire, Farniture Broker. April 4 at 3 
at offices of Scowcroft, Town Hali sq, Bolton 

Forrest, William, Chesterfield, Derby, Builder. April 4 at Sat offices of 
Jepson and Co, Knifesmith gate, Chesterfield. Binney and Sons, 
Sheffield 

Gardside, Charles, Congleton, Cheshire, Ribbon Manufacturer, April 
4 at 11 at offices of Cooper, West st, Congleton 

Gibson, John, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Draper. April 5 at 30.3 at the Grand 
Hotel, Bristol. David, Newport . 
Grime, James, Preston, Lancashire, Jeweller. April 3 at 3 atoffices of 
Ambler, Cannon st, ston : 
Guttery, William Henry, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Carpenter. April ¢ 
at li at offices of Clulow, High st, Brierley Hill 

Harrison, Joseph, and John Harrison, Colton, Lancashire, Paper 
Manufacturers. March 31 at ¥ at the County Palatine Hotel, Lan- 
caster, Jackson 

Hayles, William, and Charles Hayles, Wootton, Isle of Wight, Yacht 
Builders. April 3 at 3 at the Star Hotel, Newport. Pictis, Newport 


Heaver, Michael, ard William Lindsay Heaver, Stanstead Abbots, 
Hertford, Millers. April 6 at 3 at the Guildhall Tavera, Gresham st. 
Ar 





Suart, James Noble, Bowness, Westmorland, Sanitary Inspector. 
April 10 at 11 at the Commercia) Hotel, Kendal, Dobson, Bowness 
Symington, James, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. March 27 at 1 at 

offices of Gibson and Pybus, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Taylor, James Martin, Pontefract, York, Cabinet Maker. March 28 
at 3 at the Red Lion Hotel, Pontefract. Boulton, Pontefract 
Tilburn, John, Honley, nr Huddersfield, York, Coal Merchant, April 
3 at 4 at offices of Booth, John William st, Huddersfield 
Topping, William, son, Carlton st, Kentish town, Cab Proprietor. 
larch 29 at 4 at offices of Yorke, Marylebone rd 





, Old Jewry 

Higginson, Robert, Wigton, Cumberland, Corn Dealer, April 4 at 11 
at offices of Carrick and Son, Wigton 

Highfield, William, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business. Apri! 
5 at 2 at offices of Willcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolver- 
hampton 

Hodgett, Charles, Great Cambridge st, Hackney rd, Cabioet Manafac- 
turer, April 4 at 3 at offices of Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Fins 


bu 
Hodgins, William, Manchester, Tailor, March 31 at 4 at offices of Best, 
Lower King st, Manchester 
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Hunt, James Allen, Manchester, Gent. March 31 at 11 at offices of 
Young, Queen’s chambers, Princess st, Manchester 
Niiffe, Walter William, Eastcheap, Merchant. April 10 at 2 at offices of 
Perry, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 
James, Robert, Newington, York, Pawnbroker. March 27 at 1 at 
offices of Clark, Chancery buildings, Manor st, Hull E 
Jobson, Thomas, Belford, Northumberland, Publican. April 2 at 11 
at offices of Bond, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Kershew, John, Manchester, Goods Inspector. March $1 at $ at 
42, Varley st, Miles Platting ‘ 
Kerswill, John, Marylebone rd, Wheelwright. March 27 at 1 at 37, 
Bedford row. Marshall 
Kossak, Henry, South Shields, Durham, Clothier. March 28 at 3 at 
offices of Turner, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Leach, Edwin, Hereford, Innkeeper. April 3 at 2.30 at offices of Corner, 
High Town, Hereford 
Leigh, Peter, Manchester, Joiner. April 4 at $ at offices of Heath and 
Sons, Swan st, Manchester 
Lever, Thomas, Chorley, Lancashire, Butcher. March 28 at 11 at offices 
of Morris, Town Hall chambers, Chorley 
Lewis, Hugh, Penygloddfa, Montgomery, Timber Haulier. March 31 
at 11 at offices of Williams and Co, The Bank, Newtown 
Lioyd, Thomas, Abersychan, Mon, Grocer. April 3 at 12 at offices of 
Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Gibbs, Newport L 
London, Robert, Adelaide st, Strand, Cheesemonger. April 4 at 12 at 
offices of Cann, Fenchurch st 
Ludford, Charles, Birmingham, out of business. March 28 at 11 at 
offices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Mann, Thomas, Leamington, out of business. March 27 at 3 at offices 
of Wright and Hassall, Dormer place, Leamington 
Musgrove, William John, Chapel st, Curtain rd, Cabinet Maker. April 
9 at 8 at offices of Pritchard and Co, Painters’ Hall 
Nicholson, Frank, Kingston-upon-Huil, Provision Dealer. April 4 at 
11 at offices of Stead and Sibres, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Aull 
Oppert, Emil, Chingford, Essex, no occupation. March 28 at $ at 111, 
Cheapside. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry 
Packham, Stephen, Tunbridge Wells, Coal Merchant. April 12 at 4 at 
bud — and Crown Tavern, Sharp’s hill, Tunbridge Wells. Mar- 
s 
Pa‘ce, George, Bouverie rd, Church st, Stoke Newington, Contractor. 
April 9 at 2 at offices of Slater, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. 
Bolton, Gray’s inn sq 
Parsons, Henry, and James Best, Jewry st, Aldgate, Wine Merchants. 
April 4 at 12 at offices of Cooper and Co, King’s Arms yard. Knox, 
Newgate st 
Peach, William, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Saddler. April 3 at 11 at 
offices of Mew and Hooper, High st, Shanklin 
Pearce, John, Cheshire, Tobacconist. March 31 at 2 at offices of Cart- 
wright, Pepper st, Chester 
Penkallurick, Richard, Truro, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. April 4 
at Sat offices of Trevena, St Mary st, Truro, Downing, Redrath 
Percival, Frederick,‘Russia row, Milk st, Manufacturer. April 4 at 2 
at offices of Boyes and Child, Poultry. Pittman, Basinghall st 
Perry, Joseph Bartlett, Penygraig, nr Pontypridd, Wheelwright. 
March 31 at 10 at the Pablic Hall Offices, Treherbert. Howells 
Poole, John, Ulverston, Contractor. April 6 at 2 at the Temperance 
Hall, Ulverston. Poole, Olverston 
Powell, Benjamin, Pendleton, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. April 2 
- 3 at the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Ward, Man- 
chester 
Price, Mary Ann Jane, Tunbridge Wells, Wine Merchant. April 6 at 
2.30 at 23, Austinfriars. Loughborough and Co 
Prosser, Oliver, Leominster, Innkeeper. April 3 at 4 at offices of Corner, 
High Town, Hereford 
Pryke, Frederick, Whitechapel rd, Tailor. March 28 at 4 at offices of 
Ogle, Worship st, Finsbury sq 
Purchase, Henry, Christchurch, Hants, Grocer. April 3 at 2 at the 
Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Sharp, Chris‘ehurch 
Randall, Robert Peachey, Upper Beeding, Sussex, Farmer. April 5 at 
2 at the King’s Head Hotel, Horsham. Flowers, Steyning 
Riley, John, Chickenley, York, Blanket Manufacturer. April 4 at 10.30 
at offices of Stringer, Ossett 
Robinson, Robert, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Mastmaker. March 29 
at 2 at offices of Walthew, Fawcett st, Sunderland 
Ratter, George James, Springwell, Durham,Grocer. March 31 at | at 
offices of Bush, Wellington st, Grteshead 
Shaw, Alfred, Longton, Stafford, Bootmaker. April 3 at 11.30 at the 
Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Adderiey, Longton 
Smith, Frederick, Hoyland common, York, Draper. March 29 at the 
Quren Hotel, Barnsley, in lien of the place originally named 
Smith, Thomrs, Normanton, York, Carter. March 31 at il at the 
Royal Hotel, Wood st, Wakefield. Lodge, Wakefield 
Statham, Frederick, Surrey sq, Old Kent rd, out of business. April 3 
at 3 at offices r, Chancery lane 
Btokes, William, Malvern Link, Worcester, Saddler. March 28 at 11 
at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 
Storey, Richard, Castleford, York, Potato Dealer. April 5 at 3at the 
North-Eastern Hotel, Goole. Lodge, Wakefield 
Satclifie, James, Burnley, Innkeeper. March 29 at $ at offices of 
Artindsle and Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burnley 
Talbot, William, Preston, Painter. April 5 at 3 at offices of Ambler , 
Cannon st, Preston 
Todd, max and Algernon Barrington Stanborough, Catherine court, 
Tower bill, Wine Merchants. April 9 at 11 at offices of Banes, Bas- 
inghall et. Mason, North buildings, Finsbury 
Toseland, Arthur, Naseby, Northampton, Blacksmith. April 5 at 11 at 
offices of Rawlins and Son, Market Harborough 
Turner, Andrew Beaty, Grocers’ Hall court, age Stationer. April 
10 at 2 at offices of Helder and Co, Verulam buildings, Gray’s inn 
Turner, Everett, Aldermanbury, Ladies’ Set and Collar Manufacturer, 
Fs ser Ans 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Neal, Old 
ri 
Waite, John, Bradford, Joiner. April 2 at 3.30 at offices of Neill, 
Kirkgate, Bead‘ora 
Welstead, Charles Henry, Shilling Okeford, Dorset, Publican. April 4 
pd y - the Seymer’s Arms Hotel, Shillingstone. Atkinson, Bland- 
‘orum 


Whitehouse, John, Dariaston, Stafford, Bulider. April § at 11 at offices 
of Blater and Marshall, Butcroft, Darlaston = 





Wiles, John, Laxton, York, Farmer. April 2.at3 at offices of Hind, 
Gool 


oole 
Wilkinson, John, Hebburn, Durham, Spirit Merchant. April 6 at 11 at 
o— of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon- 
'yne 
Wornham, Thomas, Chatham, Gilder. March 31 at 12 at offices of 
Wymond, Rome place, Chatham 
Wyatt, Edward, Bristol, Stay Manufacturer. April 13 at 2 at offices of 
‘arsons, Nicholas st, Bristol. Chapman, Weston-super-Mare 


Yabsley, John, Newington, York, out of business. March 30at 12 at / 


offices of Walker and Spink, Parliament st, Kiagston-upon-Hull 
Yarnall, William, Tewkesbury, Gloucester, Chair Maker. April3 at 11 
at offices of Moores and Romney, Tewkesbury 








PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 

57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 


Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless systera of adapting 


(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 


ROBE BER MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 





To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 26 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
R. FOULKS LYNCH, Solicitor (two of whose 


pupils obtained honoars at the last Jane Final Examination), 
Author of * The Statute Law of 1870-76,” “* An Epitome of Practica in 
the Supreme Court,’”? &c., PREPARES CANDIDATES for the EXAM- 
INATIONS of the INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, privately, in 
class, or through the post. Terms moderate. References t» pupils 
—30, Great James-street, Bedford-row, W.C. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Atsert Sr. Pavt 
(M.A. Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for their Preliminary, 
Intermediate, and Final Examinations, either privately, or in c 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-inn, London, W.C, 


PARTMENTS.—To Let, a furnished Bed and 
Sitting Room at Hornsey, five minutes from the Great Northern 
station. Terms moderate. Arrangements may be made for entire or 
partial board.—Address Mrs. Garzn, No. 10, Hornsey-park-road, 
Hornsey, N, 


EASIDE EDUCATION for DAUGHTERS of 
A GENTLEMEN.—ST. EDMUND’S HOUSE, HUNSTANTON, 
NORFOLK, near SANDRINGHAM,—Mrs. and the Misses CaLtow 
RECEIVE and EDUCATE a limited number of YOUNG LADIES, who 
have every possible home comfort; resident German, French, and 
Musical Governesses; visiting Masters. Hunstanton is the only 
watering place on the East Coast of Great Britain having a westerly 
sea aspect, and stands inthe Registrar General’s returns on an average 
of twenty-five years as the healthiest place in England, Spring term 
will commence on Thursday, 25th January. Terms, references, &c., 
on application. 


W ASTE PAPER.—C. HERBERT, Wholesale and 
Retail Bookseller and Waste Paper Merchant, &c., 60, Goswell- 
road, London, E.C. Libraries parchased. C. Herbert, agent to the 
** Elgin New Paper Mills,” Chicago, desires to purchase Waste Paper, 
such as old ledgers, old account books, private documents (destro 

in the presence of the seller if desired), old briefs, quire stock, parlia~ 
mentary reports, old books (with or without covers), newspapers, old 
magazines; likewise old parchment, waste string, &c. Bags provided 
if not less than 5cwt. Catalogue of Books on sale forwarded on re- 
ceipt of two stamps. 


ALKER’S CRYSTAL CASE WATCHES are 

superseding all others.—Prize Medals, London, 1862; Paris, 
1867. Gold from £15 15s.; Silver from £6 6s,—68, Cornhill; 280, 
Regent-street ; 76, Strand, 


[_}#214 COMPANY’S EXTRAOT of MBAT. 
Finest Mest-flavouring Stock for Sou 


ps, made Dishes, and 
Sauces, Caution—Genuine ONLY with fae smile of Baron 
Liebig’s signature across Label, 
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NOW READY, No. 3, Vol. II. (price 1s.), of | 
EW PRACTICE CASES: containing important 
Decisions unon the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts, 1873 and 
1875. By W.T. CHARLEY, D.O.L., M.P., &., &c. 


Now ready, the THIRD EDITION of the 

UIDE to PREPARATION of BILLS of COSTS; 
with precedents in all the Divisions of the High Court of Justice, 

and including precedents of costs in Conveyancing, Probates, and Ad- 
ministration, the Schedule of Fees under the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Act up to June, 1876, scale of all to witn , and pro- 
—_ scale of the Incorporated Law Society for the remuneration of 
lic itors in respect of Loans and Sales. In cloth, gilt, 3s. 6d. 


Will be ready in a few days, in a separate form, 
HAMBER CASES; containing all the important 
Decisions upon the Judicature Acts of 1873 end 1875 which have 
theen reported at Judges’ Chambers. By W.T. CHARLEY, D.C.L., 
MP., &c., &c. With copious index. In cloth, gilt, 3s. 6d. 














Will be ony shortly, the THIRD EDITION of 
HARLEY’S NEW PRACTICE and PLEAD- 
ING ; with considerable additions,¢ and a complete index and 
meference. In cloth, gilt, price 7s. 6d. 


London; WaTertow & Sons (Liutrep). 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 

direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 

of-his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in- 

sertion of all pro forma notices, &¢., and hereby solicits their continueé 

‘gapport.—N..B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 

care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of ‘‘ London Gazstte’ kept, By appointment. 


a 





CITY OF LONDON. 


A noble Pile of Buildings, situate in the broadest part of Queen-street, 
Cheapside, close to Queen Victoria-street, and in one of the best posi- 
tions for business in the City. It covers an area of 3,737 feet, and 
has the important return frontage of about 130 feet; there are six 
imposing shops on the ground floor, with roomy basements beneath, 
and numerous suites of lofty and well-lighted offices above. The 
property is in the occupation of well-known; first-class tenants, 
principally on lease, at moderate rentals, which on eny re-lettings 
will be capable of increase. The central situation of the premises 
(almost within a stone’s-throw of the Mansion House), the substan- 
tiality of the structure, and the admirable arrangements throughout, 
tend to insure a beneficial occupa tion of the property, which there- 
fore affords an excellent security to trustees and others seeking a 
safe and lucrative investment. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 

are instructed by the Proprietor to SELL, at the MART, on 

TUESDAY, APRIL 24, the substantial and important BLOCK of 

PREMISES, Nos. 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, $1, and 82, Queen-street, Cheap- 
tide, in the City of London, let as follows :— 


The Ground Floors. 

Messrs. Sotheran & Co., Booksellers, on lease for 21 or 42 years 
from Christmas, 1876, at per annum ..,, ove gre Ce. 

Messrs. Novello & Co., Music Publishers, on lease for 7, 14, or 
M9 years from March, 1876, at perannum ... we ese tne 

he Boulinikon Floorcloth and Manufacturing Company, for 3, 
7, 14, or 21 years from June, 1875, at per annum... .«. .. 300 

Messrs. Simon & Co., on agreement for three years from 
Christmas, 1874, at per annum... 44. ws wens wee 800 


The First Floors. 
Messrs. Dun & Co., on lease for 21 years from March, 1874, at 
perannum ... eee eee eee ove eee eco eco +. 400 
Henry Labouchere, Esq., on lease for seven years from Michael- 
mas, 1876, at per annum (with option of renewing at £300) __—s.., 
J.M. Green, Esq., Solicitor, yearly tenant, at perannum ... 
Messrs. Koenemann & Schulze, General Merchants, for three 
years from Lady-day,1877,atperannum ... 1. os are 80 


The Second Floors. 

Four rooms in hand, annual value ... see sss oe ee 900 
Messrs. Reid, Pratt, & Reid, Merchants, on lease for 7 or 14 

years from March, 1876, at annum eco eee oe <n 
0. W. Schwaben, Esq., General Merchant, yearly tenant, at 

per annum ... eee oe ose eee eee eee eee oe 100 

J, P. Clark, Esq., Merchant, yearly tenant, at perannum .., 70 

The Third Floors, 

Four rooms in hand, annual value .. 40 sees 200 

Messrs. J. D. Nicol & Co., Accountants, on agreement for 

three years from March, 1876, at per aunum sae 1 phen,” eet a 


Two rooms in hand, annual value... =... use aee ewe 2 
One room in hand,annual value... suse, we 


Total... we oes 83,730 


The entire property is held direct from the City Commissioners of 
for a term of 80 years from 18 72, at the erate ground-rent 

Of £1,289 10s. per anoum. 
dennianlans, with plans, views, and conditions of sale, may be ob- 


C. J. ORTON, Esq., Solicitor, 84, Basinghall- street; 
and of Messrs, DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER, A 
Land Agents, 80, Cheapside, E.C. stain tnea 


£700 
500 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 

Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 

Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 

and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C. 

or will be sent by postin return for two stamps.—Particulars for inser- 

tion should be received not later than fonr days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


AUCTION SALES FOR 1877. 


M:-. F. STATHAM HOBSON begs to direct the 
attentien of Solicitors, Trustees, Mortgagees, andall interested 
in Landed Estates, Ground-Rents, Reversions, Advowsons, Life Policies, 
House Property, &c., to his SALES by AUCTION, which will be held 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the following days through- 
out the year 1877, at TWO o’clock precisely :— 
Wednesday, April 11 Wednesday, July 25 
Wednesday, April 25 Wednesday, August 8 
Wednesday, May 9 ed 
Wednesday, May 23 
Wednesday, June 13 
Wednesday, June 27 
Wednesday, July 11 Wednesday, December 12 
Auctions can be held on other days in addition to those specified. 
Full particulars and information as to terms (which are arranged on a 
strictly moderate scale) for including properties of every description 
in the sales can be obtained, or will be forwarded on application at the 
drstien, P saa Agency, and Valuation Offices, 20, Coleman-street, 
ank, E.C. 


Valuable Absolute Re version bem in the Funds, and an old Life 


icy. 
ESSRS. C. D. FIELD & SON are instructed by 
Executors to SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, on T 
DAY, APRIL 10th, at ONE, the ABSOLUTE REVERSION to ONE- 
FIFTH PART of £15,293 7s. 10d. CONSOLS, standing in the name of 
the Paymaster-General, and receivable upon the death of a lady now 
in the 71st year of her age; alsoa valuable POLICY of ASSURANCE 
upon the life of the same lady inthe Union Assurance Company for 
a sum which, with the added bonuses, amounts to £1,265, and upon 
which there are no future premiums payable, and the next qu inquennial 
bonus will be shortly declared. Also the ABSOLUTE REVERSION to 
ONE-FOURTH PART of £1,317 17s. 34. CONSOLS, standing in the 
names of two trustees, and receivable upon the death of a lady now in 
the 63rd year of her age. 
Particulars of the two first-mentioned investments of 
R. B. BARRETT, Esq., Solicitor, 2, John-street, Bedford-row ; 
And of the last of 
Messrs. G. W. MARSDEN & SON, 37, Queen-street, E.C. ; 
and of the whole of the Auctioneers, 15, Borough High-street, Lon- 
don-bridge, S.E. 


EDUCED RATES of INTEREST for advances 
from the TEMPERANCE PERMANENT BUILDING 
SOCIETY.—£50,000 ready to be advanced, either by ordinary mort- 
gages, not subject to monthly repayments, or by the building society’s 
plan of monthly repayments, which include principal, premium, and 
— the interest being calculated at 5 per cent. on the balance 
year. 











6 Years. | 8 Years. | 10 Years. | 12 Years. | 14 Years. | 15 Years. 
£8.d. | &s. 4. | £s.d. | £8.4. |] £8.04. | £38. 4. 
146],17 6 13 5 10 8 | 018 16 018 I 
Advances can be had for any other term of years not exceeding 1 
the repayments being proportionate. 
Apply to HENRY J. PHILLIPS, Secretary. 
Offices, 4, Ludgate-bill, London, E.C. 
Note.—More than two million pounds sterling have been advanced 
upon house property alone. 
Commission is paid to the Profession for the introduction of Borrowers 


Ts AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833,—Capital, £1,000,000, 


HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STRERT, LONDON 








, Baancuss in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 


Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 
Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credi 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 
Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, vis.:=— 
At 5 percent. per annum, subject to 19 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon 
Brits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branche 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sen 
for collection. 
Sates anp Puncmasse effected in British and foreign securities, 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertakea 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 
Every other description of banking business and money agency 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman, 


EVERSIONARY AND LIFE INTERESTS in 
Landed or Funded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 
EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
10, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835. Paid-ap Capital, £480,000, 
Ifrequired Interest on L oans may be capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, } Joint 
O, H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


FLEET STREET, near TEMPLE BAR. 





Thus— 


The Recommendations laid down by the Officials of the Board of Trade (July, :1874) had all been anticipated in; 
their strictest form in the principles adopted at the last Bonus Investigation (December, 1871) of this Society, 


1. The “Seventeen Offices” ‘Table of Mortality was employed throughout ; 

2. The future rate of Interest obtainable was estimated at 3 per cent. only ; 

3. The whole “ Loading” was reserved for future Expenses and Profits. (See Government Schedule.) 
The resulting Reserves yielded the-highest known protection to Policies. 


The Bonus was the largest yet declared. 
Nine-tenths of the Profits belong to the Assured. 








LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 








SOCIETY. 








A Bonus Valuation to 31st Dec., 1876, is now in progress. 


E, A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager, 








CLERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL 
LIFE; ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
13, ST. JAMES’S SQUARE, LONDON, 8.W. 





CITY BRANCH. 
Mansion House Boriprnes, E.0, 





Chairman—Right Hon. JOHN ROBERT MOWBRAY, M.P., D.C.L. 





TENTH BONUS MEETING, 1877, 
Pty Report presented at a Meeting held on the 4th January last, 


(1) AS TO THE PROGRESS OF THE SOCIETY, 


that the growth and prosperity of the Society during the ad of 
which it gave numerous details, had been everywhere manifest 


(2) AS TO THE FINANCIAL POSITION OF THE SOCIETY, 


that the Assurance Fund at the date of 
Valuation wes....... £2,118,457 10 2 
and the calenlated Liability at the same 
date 1,760,516 13 10 


thus leaving a Surplus of........... £357,940 16 4 


and that, after setting aside the annie aun Fund of £50,000, 
and the fractional amount of £7,940 16s. 4d., there remained for divi- 
sion the sum of £300,000, which was larger’ by £30,000 than on any 
previous occasion ; 


(3) AS TO THE RESULTS Of THE DIVISION, 
that the sum which fell to the Assured would produce reversionary 
additions to the Assurances, amounting in the aggregate to £357 ,014, 
varying in individual cases from 35 to 91 per cent., and averaging over 
50 per cent. on the Premiums received in the Quinquennium : 
ani that thé Cash Bonus, which, being the —— money value of the 
Reversionary Bonus, was the true measure of the allotment, averaged 
30 per cent. on the like payments, as compared with 29 per cent. in 
1872, the highest previous per-centage ; 

(4) AS TO THE BASIS OF VALUATION . 

that the Institute of Actuaries’ new H™, or Healthy Males Table, 
based on the experience of 20 of the largest English and Scotch offices, 
Se interest, had been used in the In- 
vestiga' 
and OS ee strength and elas- 
ticity of the Society, were alike shown we the fact that the Reserve 
thus required was greater - £84,611 than that which would have 
been needed able. 








by the Carlisle T. 





THE NEXT DIVISION OF PROFITS will take placein January, 
1882, and Persons who effect New Policies before the end of June next 
will be Serna nets Cites Ieee peer eanneneaatT en eneeS 
over trants. 





The Report above ens, a detailed account of ~ peenestions 
of the Bonus meeting, the returns to the Board of Trade, and 

every information, can be obtained a of the Society’s Offices, or 
trons any of its Agents. 


GEORGE CUTOLIFF£,; Actuary and Seore tary, 
COMMISSION, 





10 per Cent. on the Pee Denraiees ont 5 per Oent. on Renewals, is. 


allowed to Solicitors. The Com will bee ontinued to the Person 
introduei aang ie Dearne, without reference @ the channel through 
whieh the ame may be paid. 








HE LONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 
FOR FIRE, LIFE, AND MARINE ASSURANCES, 


(Incorporated by Royal Charter, a.p. 1720.) 
Office:—No. 7, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


West-Enp AGENTS 
Messrs. GRinDLay & Co., 55, Parliament-street, 8.W. 





Governor—EDWARD BUDD, E 

Sub-Governor—MARK WILKS COLLET, Esq. 

Deputy-Governor—WILLIAM RENNIE, Esq. 
Directors. 

A. C. Guthrie, Esq. 

Louis Huth, Esq. 

Henry J. B. Kendall, Esq. 

Charles 7. Esq. 

Capt. R. Pelly, R.N. 

David Powell, Esq. 

P. F. Robertson, Esq. 

Robert Ryrie, Esq. 

David P. Sellar, Esq. 


Hugh Gough Arbuthnot, Esq. 
Robert Burn Blyth, Esq. 
William Thomas Brand, Esq. 
Major-General H. P. Burn. 
George William Campbell, Esq. 
George B. Dewhurst, Esq. 
Robert B, Dobree, Esq. 
George L. M. Gibbs, Esq. 
Robert. Gillespie, Esq. 





Howard Gilliat, Esq. Col. Leopold Seymour. 

Henry Goschen, Esq. Lewis A. Wallace, Esq. 

Edwin Gower, Esq. William B. Watson, Esq. 
Solicitors, 


——_ Collyer-Bristow, Withers, 


Messrs. Johnsons, Upton, Budd, & 
& Russell, 4, Bedford-row, W.C. 


Atkey, 20, Austinfriars, E.C. 





FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

NOTICE is hereby given to persons Assured against Fire, that the 
renewal receipts for Premiums due at Lady Day areready to be de= 
livered, and that Assurances on which the Premium shall remain un- 
paid after Fifteen Days from the said Quarter-day will become void. 

Fire Assurances can be effected with the Corporation at modorate 


rates of Premium. 
LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
pe. maaan may be effected either with or without participation 


one of the Actuary’s Report on the quinquennial valuation to the 

sist ecember, 1875, also of the Accounts, pursuant to ‘* The Life 
Assurance Companies Act, 1870,” may be obtained on application. 
The Directors are ready to receive applications for Agencies to 


Corporation. 
JOHN P, LAURENCE, Secretary. 


Grae FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE. 
11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
DIRECTORS. 
Cuatrman—G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. 
Derury-CHaInMan—Richard M. Harvey, Esq. 
Henry Hulse Berens, Rt. Hon, John @. Ruthard, M.P. 
Henry Bonham-Carter, 94. Frederick H. Janson, 
Charles Wm. Curtis, Esq. Beaumont W. — 
Charles F; Devas, Esq. John B, Martin, EB: 
= Walter R, nag Bart. Augustus Prevost . 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. William Steven, 5 
parte ae Esq. Rea. ae LE ag So M.P. 
Hamilton, enry 
Thomson Hankey, Eaq., M.P. 
Manacer oF Fiat Derantment—F, J. Marsden. 
eemsited on peng = ro peers G. .¢ Browne. 41,000,000 
are Capital at presen’ up and inves ove 
Total Funds about. wu anv 8,000,000 
Total Annual Income upwards of “ae 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Lady Day Day should be» 
at the Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th of April. 



















